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THURSDAY, APRIL 14, 1955 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
Comirrer on ARMED BeErvIces, 
SreciaL SUBCOMMITTEE FOR INVESTIGATIONS, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., Hon. F. Edward Hébert (chair- 
man of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Mr. Hépvert. The committee will come to order. 

Mr. Courtney. Mr. Chairman, I have a telegram—I received a call 
last evening, from Mr. Michael Baldwin of the Government Oper- 
ations Subcommittee in reference to Mr. Babbitt, who is scheduled to 
be here this morning. On arrival here at the office this morning I re- 
ceived a telegram from Mr. Babbitt, dated at 12:35 yesterday in San 
Pedro, Calif., stating, “Due to aircraft flight delay, will arrive Wash- 
ington approximately 10:25 a, m., Thursday. Will arrive hearings 
as soon as possible.” Signed Century Industries, Inc., I. L. Babbitt. 

Mr. Chairman, it had been planned that Mr. Babbitt would be the 
first witness. 

Mr. Hépert. Well, do we have somebody else now? 

Mr. Courtney. We have matters for the subcommittee to take up. 

Mr. Hépert. We won’t delay the hearing. 

Members of the committee, I have this statement to make before we 
begin the hearing. It is in connection with the hearings of this morn- 
ing. 

Since 1953, the Investigating Subcommittee of the House Armed 
Services Committee has been interested in the development and per- 
fection of papier mache plastic impregnated rocket launchers. These 
rocket launchers were initially developed by an organization known 
as Century Engineers, Inc., under contract with the Navy Department. 
When the development had been perfected to the point that produc- 
tion was required, the subcommittee followed the award of the con- 
tracts to 3 bidders, 1 of whom was Century Industries, Inc. The others 
were Spra-Con Manufacturing Co. of Chicago and Radiant Manufac- 
turing Co. of Chicago. By novations in the contracts, in the interval 
Century Engineers is no longer interested in the subject and Spra- 
Con, we understand, is now out of business, having completed its con- 
tract, but the contract of Century Industries, Inc. has not been com- 
pleted. 

While this production was going on for the Navy Department, the 
Air Force entered into a noncompetitive negotiated contract with 
Century Industries, Inc., for 100,000 so-called Smiley rocket launchers. 

We shall inquire this morning into the comparison of these launch- 
ers with those used by the Navy Department, into the costs and into 
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the buying practices involved. The subcommittee has directed by 
unanimous vote that all facets of this matter be explored. Implicit 
in this, of course, is a consideration of the use of the emergency powers 
granted in the Armed Services Procurement Act allowing noncompet- 
itive negotiated contracts for the purchase of equipment and weapon 
material. There will also be considered the question of the coordi- 
nation of information and exchange of scientific data between two 
departments of Government using the same weapon. In this case, the 
rocket fired is a 2.75 so-called Mighty Mouse which is the same weapon 
used in both services; that is, both Navy and Air Force fire the same 
rocket from these launchers. 

The dollar value of this contract on the face of it at the moment, is 
$3,662,000 now awarded to Century Industries, Inc. The dollar value 
of the other contracts, of course, has been published in the record of 
the former hearings of this particular committee. 

We will also inquire into a lease agreement for a Government-owned 
facility wherein Century Industries is the lessee. This agreement 
originally was with GSA and has since been transferred to the Navy 
Department. 

The subject this morning, then, is buying practice, coordination of 
effort between two of the military departments, the soundness of the 
program and all facets of this procurement in both departments of 
the Government, both on the original development contract and in the 
present procurement by Air Force. 

Now, Mr. Courtney, will you proceed ? 

Mr. Courtney. Mr. Chairman, that constitutes the statement of the 
chairman in compliance with the newly adopted rules of the House, 
under House Resolution No. 151, as to a statement being made at the 
opening of a hearing concerning the subject matter of the inquiry. 

Mr. Héserr. Proceed. 

Mr. Courtney. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Kuhn has made the staff study 
on this, and there is some material for consideration of the subcom- 
mittee by way of preliminary data, for better understanding of the 
subject as it is developed. 

There are witnesses here from the Air Force and from the Navy 
Department and they will be called in due course. 

I would like Mr. Kuhn, if he will, to state the staff portion of the 
inquiry. 

Mr. Héserr. Mr. Kuhn. 

Mr. Kuun. Mr. Chairman, in our staff study of this subject we 
interviewed personnel of both the Air Force and Navy to develop a 
composite picture. 

At this point we will summarize this data, taking first the Navy 
interviews) Any questions that you have concerning this afterwards 
will be elaborated on by Admiral Harrison from the Navy as to the 
Navy’s position, and General Mitchell, Colonel Wilson, Colonel 
Soukup, and they will be backed up by Colonel Tapp and Mr. Balch 
for the Air Force’s position. 

I wil] start out first with the Navy’s rocket launcher history, and 
as I go through this, I will point out the various launchers that we 
are referring to. 

The first is a Mark 16. Unfortunately, that is the only launcher 
that we don’t have there this morning. 
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Mr. Hésertr. The Mark 16, was that the launcher that was the 
matter of inquiry under Mr. Hess in the last Congress ? 

Mr. Kuun. No, sir. We will come to that. 

This was the original paper plastic impregnated launcher. 

The Naval Ordnance Test Station, that is NOTS-Inyokern, Calif., 
through a series of experimental contracts, dating beak to late 1950, 
developed the first paper plastic impregnated seven-tube rocket 
launcher 

(Mr. Brooxs. Aside to chairman.) 

Mr. Heéperr. Regular order. 

Mr. Brooks. We will take it up in regular order. If the chairman 
wants to tell me, all right. If he doesn’t want to, all right. I want to 
know. I came over here early to meet. If we are not, then say so. 

Mr. Héperr. Well, for the record, Mr. Brooks 

Mr. Brooks. Let the record show. 

Mr. Héserr. The record will show, Mr. Brooks, that no member of 
this committee is a member of this committee through compulsion, and 
in particular reference to the gentleman from Louisiana, he is a 
member of this committee through continued solicitude, pleading, and 
begging to be on the committee. 

Mr. Brooks. There is nothing in the record to show that. 

Mr. He&psrrr. And the record will also show that if the gentleman 
from Louisiana is not satisfied with the manner in which the com- 
mittee is being conducted, he is perfectly willing and free to resign at 
any time. 

We will continue with the business. 

Mr. Brooks. Mr. Chairman, the same thing applies to the chairman. 

Mr. Heéprerr. I am perfectly content with the way the committee 
is operating. 

Mr. Brooks. I am merely trying to get some information. If the 
chairman doesn’t want to provide it, all right, say so. 

Mr. Hésert. Regular order. 

Mr. Kuun. In May of 1952 cognizance of the nongun type rocket 
launcher was transferred to the Bureau of Aeronautics. 

We will pass now to the AERO X-6A, which is this launcher. 

Mr. Courtney. This is the original launcher, members of the 
committee [indicating], prototype, so-called. I think it will be 
referred to as the prototype. 

Mr. Kuun. I think it is. 

That is designated the AERO X-6A. BUAER, through NOTS- 
Inyokern, continued development of the Mark 16, and the new 
launcher was designated AERO X-6A_ rocket-launcher package, 
BUAER contract No. 53-231-F, dated September 30, 1952, was 
awarded to Century Engineers, Inc., for 300 AERO X-6A rocket 
launchers, at $182.91 each, for a total of $63,827. 

This contract was completed March 18, 1953. 

We are pointing these prices out to show what they cost in the 
beginning and how the price of the launcher has gradually reduced, 
and restating, the price of that particular contract for 500 launchers 
was $182.91 each. 

We will pass now to the AERO 6A, which is the one suspended here 
[pointing to exhibit]. 
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The Bureau of Aeronautics awarded contract No. 53-520-F, dated 
December 31, 1952, to Century Engineers, Inc., for 5,000 AERO 6A 
rocket launchers at $67.98, or a total price of $336,500. 

In addition to that, they received 1 set of reproducible drawings and 
the disclosure of the plastic process, for an additional sum of $36,500, 
which made the total contract price at that time $376,400. 

Note, by agreement dated June 12, 1953, this contract was later 
transferred and assigned to Century Industries, Inc., also of Califor- 
nia. That is, the original contract was let to Century Engineers and 
later transferred to Century Industries. The reproducible drawings 
and disclosure of the plastic process was delivered to the Bureau of 
Aeronautics during April of 1953 for the seminar conducted with 
prospective new sources. 

Mr. Courtney. Mr. Chairman, at that point, I don’t see that the 
seminar is elaborated upon, but the testimony in the former record 
shows that the Navy Department introduced some 7 companies in 
the manufacturing business to the process developed by Century Engi- 
neers, and that the representatives of those 7 companies went to San 
Pedro and viewed the manufacturing process and the technical equip- 
ment under the heading of a seminar. 

Mr. Hésert. That was the testimony given in the committee last 
session ? 

Mr. Courtney. That is correct. That is the seminar to which Mr. 
Kuhn has just made reference. 

Mr. Kunn. That is right. 

Mr. Courtney. Thereafter there were proposals solicited from the 
7, and only 6, if you will recall, responded to the bid proposal. 

Mr. Héperr. I think that most of the members of this subcommittee 
were present at those hearings and are thoroughly familiar with them. 

Mr. Kuunxn. BUAER contracts for 40,000 each of the AERO 6A 
rocket launcher, dated July 24, 1953, were awarded as follows: 

Contract No. 54-145-145 to Century Industries, Inc., for 40,000, at 
a unit price of $45.50 each; a total contract price of $1,820,747. 

Contract No. 54-146-F to Radiant Manufacturing Co., for 40,000, 
at a unit price of $38.94 each; a total contract price of $1,557,600. 

Contract No, 54-147-F to Spra Con Co., for 40,000 at a unit price of 
$42.30 each; a total contract price of $1,692,000. 

On December 8, 1954, the Navy Purchasing Office, Washington, 
D. C., awarded a contract for 50,000 AERO 6A rocket launchers to the 
Radiant Manufacturing Co. on a formal advertised bid basis at a unit 
price of $23.95 each. 

Now, to recap those prices briefly, we started with the AERO X-6A 
at $182.91. The large production contract, for 120,000 units, had 3 

rices at that time, the highest being $45.50 and the lowest $38.94. 
here was another contract for 5,000 at $67.98. 

I will pass now to the AERO X-6B aircraft rocket launcher. That 
is a development between the AERO 6A and the AERO 6C [point- 
ing]. We don’t have the 6B to exhibit. 

Mr. Courtney. It never got into production; did it ? 

Mr. Kvuun. That is right; isn’t it, Admiral ? 

Admiral Harrison. We abandoned the 6B in favor of the 6C. 

Mr. Kunwn. On June 23, 1953, NOTS-Inyokern awarded contract 
N-123-S-9711 to Century Engineers for the development of a 7-round 
9.75-inch FF AR rocket Jauncher which would be shipped in a metal 
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overpack with rockets installed. This launcher was designed to be an 
improvement over the AERO 6A rocket launcher and was lighter 
in weight. Four prototypes of this design were fabricated and tested. 
This launcher was not pursued further than the tests of the four proto- 
types because the launcher contained only mounting provision suit- 
able for Navy aircraft. 

At this point the Navy is attempting to get a universal suspension 
system, and they passed on at that point to the AERO X-6C rocket 
launcher package. 

On June 14, 1954, the Naval Ordnance Test Station, Inyokern, 
awarded contract N-123-S-80-A to Century Engineers for the devel- 
opment of the AERO X-6C aircraft rocket launcher. This launcher 
is similar to the AERO X-6B rocket launcher, with the exception 
that the mounting provisions for the Air Force aircraft, single-lug, 
UK suspension system, as well as the United States Navy y prov isions, 
were included. 

This launcher is designed to be shipped in a metal overpack with 
rockets installed. 

This contract included not only development of the AERO X-6C 
rocket launcher but also a 19-round 2.75 FFAR rocket launcher. 

And I might mention at that time that that is, according to the 
Navy and the Air Force, the next step in the development process in 
this type rocket launcher. There will be another ring of tubes, mak- 
ing a 19-package rocket launcher. 

It is estimated that the proportionate amount of the contract 
chargeable to the AERO X-6C is $25,000. <A total of eight proto- 
types were tested, and reproducible drawings and reproduction rights 
were obtained on this contract. 

Under contract N—123-S-2140—A, dated October 6, 1954, the Naval 
Ordnance Test Station, Inyokern, purchased 225 AERO X-6C rocket 
launchers from Century Engineers for evaluation purposes. The 
value of this contract was $59,445. The first units have been fabri- 
cated and will be delivered shortly. 

Now, any questions you have concerning the Navy’s research and 
development program or their production program, Admiral Harri- 
son will be able to answer those for you. 

Mr. Héserr. Admiral Harrison, will you come forward, please ? 

Mr. Courtney. You want to swear the freee ong 

Mr. Héserr. Admiral, because of the area into which we are going 
to develop in this hearing, it will be nec soni to swear all the wit- 
nesses. So I will ask you to stand. 

Mr. Courrney. Admiral, if you will be seated for a moment, please, 
and for all witnesses who may appear, in accordance with the rules 
of the House, before any witness takes an oath in response to any 
inquiry to be made of him, [ have the duty of advising you of your 
constitutional rights under the fifth amendment not to give any evi- 
dence which might incriminate you. I also have the right to advise 
you that you are entitled to the benefit of counsel, under the special 
provisions of the rules of this committee. And with that admonition 
now, are you prepared to take the oath ? 

Admiral Harrison. Glad to take the oath, sir. 

Mr. Hépert. Will you swear to tell the truth, the whole truth and 
nothing but the truth in regard to this inquiry ? 

Admiral Harrison. I do, sir. 
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Mr. Héperr. Proceed, Mr. Courtney. 
Mr. Courtney. Admiral, will you give your full name, your rank, 
and your duties? 


TESTIMONY OF REAR ADM. LLOYD HARRISON, DEPARTMENT OF 
THE NAVY 


Admiral Harrison. Rear Adm. Lloyd Harrison, United States 
Navy, Deputy and Assistant Chief of the Bureau of Aeronautics, Navy 
Department. 

Mr. Courtney. Now, Admiral, directing our particular attention 
to the present state of development of the aircraft rocket launcher 
in the Navy Department, which is the subject of our immediate in- 
yuiry this morning, I take it you will have no dissent to the recitaticn 
of the development of this rocket through the processes, as has been 
anaounced by Mr. Kuhn? 

Admiral Harrison. The recitation is correct to the best of my 
knowledge. 

Mr. Courtney. All right. 

Now, on the present state of the development of the art, what have 
you to say, Admiral, as to whether or not commercial production on 
a competitive basis is or is not feasible ? 

Admiral Harrison. We, as the previous record showed, did go 
in for an open purchase of the 6A type by our recent procurement 
through the Navy Purchasing Office in Washington. This was the 
type attached—with the Naval standard attachments. 

Mr. Courtney. Now, can you point those attachments out to the 
committee, and will you just point out to the committee the technical 
developments for adapting 

Admiral Harrison. I think the point of these 18-inch spacings— 
the Navy attachment has two vertical points of this sort [indicating 
with hands] 

Mr. Courtney. Are they on the rack? 

Admiral Harrison. They should be. I think it shows best probably 
in this one here [indicating]. 

Mr. Courtney. That is the original prototype? 

Admiral Harrison. That is the original prototype. But there are 
two points spaced apart vertically on the top of the launcher by which 
it is suspended, which is a different suspension from those used by 
other services. 

Mr. Courtney. Is that the essential difference ? 

Admiral Harrison. That is the essential difference. 

Mr. Courtney. Now, that is what you would call the rear sus- 
pension, at the rear of the gadget ? 

Admiral Harrison. Yes, sir. The difference, which keeps the Navy- 
purchased launcher from being of universal application, is in the 
method of attachment to the wing of the airplane. It is different 
between the services, at this time. 

Mr. Courtney. At this time? 

Admiral Harrison. At this time. 

Mr. Courtney. Now, what has been done by way of adapting this 
rocket launcher for use between the services ? 

Admiral Harrison. In the original demonstration of the launchers 
an accessory was provided for test purposes which could be used 
with the Air Force attachment, and 50 of the original evaluation 
launchers were so demonstrated with this auxiliary attachment. 
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Mr. Courtney. Now, were they demonstrated on Air Force planes? 

Admiral Harrison. I believe they were. They were turned over to 
the Air Force for demonstration. 

Mr. Courtney. But you did not conduct the demonstration ? 

Admiral Harrison. We ourselves would not conduct that demon- 
stration. 

Mr. Courtney. Now, was there a difference in the forward sus- 
pension between the Navy launcher and the Air Force requirement? 

Admiral Harrison. There is an essential difference between the 
suspension. One is a 3-point suspension and one is a 2-point suspen- 
sion. 

Mr. Courtney. Now, the Navy’s is a two-point suspension ? 

Admiral Harrison. The Navy’s is a 2-point suspension, and the 
Air Force is a 3-point suspension under the present standard. 

Mr. Courtney. Is that because of the configuration of the wing? 

Admiral Harrison. Would you repeat that, sir? 

Mr. Courtney. Is it because of the configuration of the wings on 
an Air Force plane? 

Admiral Harrison. That is the case. The attachments in the wing 
with which the launcher meshes are different between the two services. 

Mr. Bares. Excuse me. Is it the attachment or is it a difference in 
the wings? 

Admiral Harrison. It is a type of attachment. It is not only lo- 
cation but it is also a type. For example, the Navy is single-point 
and the Air Force is more a three-point suspension. 

Mr. Hess. Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Hesert. Mr. Hess. 

Mr. Hess. Admiral, are the planes the same make planes that they 
are used on? 

Admiral Harrison. No, sir. 

Mr. Hess. By the Air Force and by the Navy ? 

Admiral Harrison. No. The planes are different airplanes, of 
course, each for our own service’s use in most cases, and the standard 
attachment, which serves other purposes, too, besides the rocket 
launcher package, is different at the present time. 

Mr. Hess. I see. 

Mr. Héeert. But it is a suspension from the wing, is that correct ? 

Admiral Harrison. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hésert. Well, couldn’t the same suspension be placed on the 
wing of any type of aircraft? 

Admiral Harrison. Yes, indeed. " 

There are these differences built into the wing, and an attempt at 
standardization requires that we standardize both ends of the con- 
nection, that is, the rocket launcher standardization has to be accom- 
plished at the same time as some form of wing standardization. 

Mr. Héserr. I don’t think that is responsive to what I asked you, 
Admiral. 

I asked you: The suspension is from the wing of the aircraft, and 
a similar suspension could be placed on the wing of any aircraft, 
couldn’t it? 

_ Admiral Harrison. Yes, sir, but it is not a simple business of tak- 
ing something and placing it over. There are different firing ar- 


rangements, wiring, for example, and things of that sort which have 
to go with it. 
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Mr. Heésert. Again, Admiral, I want to pursue what I have said. 
T am not interested in the details. The fact is that the suspension 
could be placed on the wing of any aircraft, isn’t that correct? I am 
not interested in the details and the wiring and the gadgets. I just 
want to know: Could the suspension be placed on the wing of any 
aircraft ? 

Admiral Harrison. We could standardize on the same type. 

Mr. Hésert. Then it doesn’t make any difference what the make 
of the craft is, in order to allow you to place the suspension on the wing 
of the aircraft? Am I clear? 

Admiral Harrison. I am not sure—— 

Mr. Hénerr. In other words, we have an airplane. 

Admiral Harrison. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Héserr. And there isa wing on that airplane. 

Admiral Harrison. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Héprerr. And you have a suspension for this rocket launcher 
on that wing. 

Admiral Harrison. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Héverr. That is correct ? 

Admiral Harrison. That is right. 

Mr. Heperr. Well, does it make any difference what is the make of 
the aircraft as to placing the suspension on the wing? In other words, 
you place your suspension for your rocket under two-point. As I un- 
derstand it, it is called two-point ? 

Mr. Kunn. That is right. 

Mr. Hésertr. And the Air Force is a three-point. Well, wouldn’t 
it be just as effective for both the Air Force and the Navy to place 
a 2-point or a 3-point, to come into agreement, on whichever one they 
want ? 

Admiral Harrison. We feel that an agreement can be made and that 
a standardization will, in due time, be effected. 

Mr. Hésert. What do you mean by “due time?” Why hasn’t it been 
done already ? 

Admiral Harrtson. There are many questions of back-fitting, rela- 
tionships with suspensions, by other countries, even, which have differ- 
ent suspensions. So a process of standardization requiring a decision 
of which is the best way has taken in this particular case quite a long 
time, a period of years having been undergone when the technical 
people have been trying to come up with a single method which would 
be usable by all hands. 

Mr. Hérerr. And it takes several years to find out whether you 
can suspend a rocket from the wing of an aircraft ? 

Admiral Harrison. No, sir. 

Mr. Héserr. And you have to take into consideration what other 
nations are doing ? 

Admiral Harrison. No, sir. The time is involved in considering 
merely elements of advantage which apply to such suspensions. 

In addition to the question of rocket suspension, the suspension of 
stores are also involved. 

Mr. Hépnert. What do you mean by “stores?” 

Admiral Harrison. Such as bombs. 

Mr. Hésert. What? 

Admiral Harrison. Such as bombs. Other things than rockets can 
be suspended from the same type of plane. 
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Mr. Heésert. Then in the meantime the Navy and the Air Force 
are going their separate and different ways in entering into contracts 
to get two different launchers because of the services and not because 
of the aircraft ? 

Admiral Harrison. That is correct. 

Presently we have not standardized and we are buying separate 
launchers. 

Mr. H&nerr. We know very well you haven’t standardized. You 
are buying separate rocket launchers. That is one of the reasons you 
are here this morning. We are trying to find out if we will ever get 
to unification in some things, in some areas. And this is one field and 
one area we are trying to cover. Now, that is what the committee 
wants to know. 

Now you tell us it has been under study for several years. And 
how many years more will it be before we are going to find out when 
you are going to come to a conclusion ? 

Admiral Harrison. I cannot tell the committee that this will be 
done at a specific time, because I cannot personally produce that 
agreement. I am told, however, that a tentative agreement is in the 
making as of the last few days. 

Mr. Hépverr. As of the last few days? 

Admiral Harrison. Yes, after 

Mr. Héserr. After the committee’s interest in this matter? 

Admiral Harrison. No, sir, not alone. The services have been very 
much concerned in reaching this standardization; have had many 
meetings together and have been trying to produce an agreement the 
best they could. 

Mr. Hénerr. This committee has been sitting for 5 years, and we 
heard the same story 5 years ago. The services are concerned in 
coming to a common understanding, and at some projected date into 
the future we will have it. And that is 5 years ago, that this com- 
mittee has been prodding and doing its best to get some standardization 
and unification. 

Mr. Hess? 

Mr. Hess. Admiral, let me ask you if it is difficult to interchange 
the suspensions from a 2-point to a 3-point or vice versa. 

Admiral Harrison. In the X-6C experimental developed items for 
which we have our prototype contract, a simple arrangement is pro- 
jected by which such a change can be made. In other words, it is in 
the nature of unscrewing one device and putting the other device in. 

Mr. Hess. Is it costly ? 

Admiral Harrison. No. If I would make an offhand estimate of 
the cost, it would be less than $5. 

Mr. Hess. All right. 

Mr. Courtney Specifically, may I ask a question, Admiral? 

Now, referring to this launcher here, which is the AERO X-6C. 

Now, in the process of adaptation from Navy to Air Force, confining 
yourself specifically to the suspension items, isn’t it a fact that the 
way to adapt from Navy to Air Force, because of the difference in 
configuration of the wings, is the interchange of this forward lug for 
the suspension at the forward side and the introduction of these 
two dog-ears, I guess you might call them, at the rear for suspension ? 
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Admiral Harrison. Well, that is the nature of the change. I, 
myself, am not an ordnance expert, but I inquired of my experts specifi- 
cally before I came over and was advised that all that was necessary 
was unscrewing the Navy lug and screwing in the Air Force lug in the 
device, which we are now contemplating for procurement and are 
buying a prototype quantity for test. 

Mr. Bares. So the only real difference should be the lugs? 

Admiral Harrison. It is—well, there is also a difference in the 
method of firing. The present Navy 6A fires by an external device, 
whereas the Air Force has what might be called an integral device. 

Mr. Bares. But the body of the rocket would be the same, the 
launcher ? 

Admiral Harrison. What is that, sir? 

Mr. Bares. I say, the body of the launcher would be the same in 
both instances, except for the firing device and excepting for the 
lugs? 

‘Admiral Harrison. Yes. Inherently, the launcher itself can be 
used by both services, and that was, of course, demonstrated originally. 

Mr. Courtney. Well, Admiral, to just pursue that one question on 
the firing mechanism, there is a difference, now, between the Air Force 
firing mechanism and the Navy firing mechanism ? 

Admiral Harrison. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Covrrney. But what is the fact as to whether or not those could 
be interchangeable? 

Admiral Harrison. Again, I will 

Mr. Courtney. If you cannot answer the question, that is all right. 

Admiral Harrison. I cannot show by demonstration, because I do 
not have suflicient knowledge on this particular device. But it 1s 
true that the Air Force firing mechanism which goes through the 
airplane would have a difference that is applicable to the type of 
connection which they have. 

Mr. Courtney. That is a technical matter ? 

Admiral Harrison. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Covrtnry. And you don’t choose to speak on that, Admiral? 

Admiral Harrison. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Courtnry. Now, getting back to the question that the chair- 
man addressed to you on the interchange of information between the 
services, is there a body of some kind, a group or a committee or 
whatever it may be, constituted in both Air Force and Navy for the 
interchange or information for the development of this art ? 

Admiral Harrison. Yes, sir; there are formal committees, not only 
national but international, in this area, which have been holding 
periodic meetings. Furthermore, what might be termed the work- 
ing personnel of the services interchange information on a common 
hasis. 

Mr. Courtnry. Well, now, specifically, with reference to this Navy 
rocket launcher and the Air Force rocket launcher, what committee 
or what organization is charged with the duty of exchanging informa- 
tion, and where are they and who are they? 

Admiral Harrison. I would like to supply that for the record. 

Mr. Courtney. Very good. But you say there is such a body con- 
stituted ¢ 

Admiral Harrison. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Courtney. And how long. if you know, in the form of a rough 
guess, have they been in existence? 

Admiral Harrison. Well. the international committee has been in 
existence for a period of years. 

Mr. Hépert. Admiral, may I ask there, you refer to the inter- 
national committee and over a period of years. Why—and this 
question almost answers itself—but why do you have to take into 
consideration the international aspect ? 

Admiral Harrison. We supply. airplanes to foreign governments, 
of course, under certain arrangements. The supply of the various 
stores by foreign governments is sometime from their own plants, 
and some of the foreign governments could have other methods of 
suspension, and in fact do. So that international standardization 
is in the interest of having the suspension of foreign governments 
sirvlor to our own. 

Mr. Hépsert. As I said, the question almost answers itself. 

Now I ask the second part of the question: You say we supply 
other countries with the aircraft ? 

Admiral Harrison. In some cases. 

Mr Henerr. Is that correct ? 

Admiral Harrison. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Heénert. Well, why wouldn’t it be practicable to make the 
decision here, since we are the supplier, and supply the foreign nation 
with ovr standardized plane and let them follow us?) Why do we 
confrse the issue by supnlying the craft, the original craft, and then 
ollewing the country which we have supplied to go its own way in 
supp'ving its stores and its launcher? | 

‘dmiral Harrison, Well, many foreign countries also manufacture 
their own airplanes. For example, Great Britain manufactures its 
ow” pirplanes, and it has its own methods of suspension built origi- 
nally in those airplanes. It is only by committee action or its equiv- 
alent that an agreement upon method of suspension can be secured. 

If we had a country to whom we supplied all the airplanes and all 
the stores, then our standardization would, of course, apply to them. 
But that is not the actual case. 

**» TTenenr. You mean your hope for standardization will apply to 
them not vonr actual standardization, because you don’t have it. 

Admiral Harrison. Yes, sir; there is hope for standardization. 
We have frequent meetings with the foreign countries of principal 
interest on standardization going on all sorts of subjects. This is one 
of those sv bijects. 

Mr. Heéserr. Well, as I said, vou hope for standardization, because 
even here von don’t have the standardization between the two services. 

Admiral Harrison. With regard to this particular store suspension, 
we do not at the present time have complete standardization either 
here or elsewhere. 

Mr. Hinerr. So what happens here: The Navy sits as one pert of 
the standardization idea, the Air Force sits as 2nother part of the 
standardization idea, and then X-nation sits as enother standardiza- 
tion idea. So we have the situation of the Air Force and the Navy 
sitting in part as a nation in itself to confer with other nations on 
its standardization. A little confusing isn’t it? We are not stand- 


ardized ourselves, so how can we sit with others and talk standard- 
ization ¢ 
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Admiral Harrison. Well, Mr. Chairman, the matter of standardiza- 
tion is one of long, time consuming, attack upon a large number of 
items. 

The way to start standardization most effectively is to start at the 
early design stage. And for a number of years an increasing degree 
of Standardization has been achieved both in our own country ‘and 
elsewhere. But there is a long way to go yet. 

Mr. Héserr. The committee is aware of that. 

Mr. Fisuer. Let me ask a question. 

Mr. Héserr. Mr. Fisher. 

Mr. Fisuer. Admiral, I have to leave in just a moment for another 
meeting. I want to see if I can understand this picture, from a lay- 
man’s Vv - pilpaane 

The Navy uses the two-point suspension to which you referred. 

Admiral Harrison. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fisuer. The Air Force uses.the three-point suspension ¢ 

Admiral Harrison. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fisurr. That is the attachment to the wing of the airplane, as 
I understand it. 

Now, is there any practical reason that a layman would not know 
about why, in the makeup of the wings of the plane, a two-point sus- 
pension wouldn't work on the Air Force planes, or anything about the 
makeup of the plane that would prevent that from being usable on 
Air Force planes? 

Admiral Harrison. There is no basic reason, Mr. Fisher. In other 
words, our airplanes are airplanes just as the Air Force airplanes, 
and they work, and the Air Force planes work. But there are advan- 
tages in each of these devices or they would have been standard:zed 
long ago. Some are stiffer than others. Some suspensions are inher- 
ently stiffer than others. Some permit more feed-in of information 
to the particular store. So there are advantages and disadvantages. 
And all standardization is a compromise between viewpoints. 

Mr. Fisner. I can understand that. 

Admiral Harrison. That is what takes the time—to find out which 
of the viewpoints is best weighed and persuade people that they have 
the right answer rather than just one answer that might not be the 
best answer. 

Mr. Fisner. I understand. There is nothing in the mission of the 
respective services that would cause one to use the two- suspension and 
the other the three-suspension ? 

Admiral Harrtson. That is right. 

Mr. Fisner. In other words, | once the airplanes are in the air, 
there should be no reason for a difference in types of suspensions, as 
far as the missions that they are performing are concerned ? 

Admiral Harrison. That is right. 

Mr. Fisner. Is that correct? 

Admiral Harrison. Right; yes, sir. 

Mr. Fisuer. Then there is no reason why they cannot be standard- 
ized, when you once agree on the best approach to it? 

Admiral Harrison. In general there is no reason why you cannot 
standardize. The question of getting a standard is one of maintain- 
ing competition in viewpoint to insure that the end result is really 
the best. y 

Mr. Fisner. That is right. 
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Admiral Harrison. And not one simply done quickly, and if you 
might put it that way, with inadequate information. 

Mr. Fisuer. Sure. I can understand how it would take some time. 
The Air Force undoubtedly has found reasons why they feel the three- 
point suspension is more desirable. The Navy has found that the two- 
point suspension is more desirable. And you are, I assume, constantly 
studying each other’s viewpoints and undertaking to see the merits 
of your respective approaches. And you do think that there is like- 
lihood that they will be standardized and that there will be an agree- 
ment on a uniform product there ? 

Admiral Harrison. Yes, sir. We expect standardization in this 
area, and we feel sure that had we evaluated the newest rocket 
launcher the Air Force might have considered that for procurement 
after it had been evaluated, the rocket launcher which is interchange- 
able even with the lack of standardization in mountings. But that 
evaluation has not been completed. 

Mr. Fisuer. I see. 

Mr. Brooxs. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Fisuer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. I would like to ask this, Admiral: Is there any par- 
ticular reason why there would be a change in any design or any por- 
tion or any part of any airplane in order to accomplish this standard- 
ization ? 

Admiral Harrison. I cannot answer from my knowledge of Air 
Force airplanes as to whether they would have to make some change 
in order to adopt the Navy fitting. I feel confident that the matter is 
not important at present, because we can and will shortly have an 
interchangeable suspension system at the rocket end so that it would be 
unnecessary to back-fit into the airplane a change at this time. With 
future airplanes it might be different. 

Mr. Brooxs. Thank you, Mr. Fisher. 

Mr. Fisuer. That is all. 

Mr. Heperr. Mr. Courtney. 

Mr. Courrney. Admiral, then would you supply for the record the 
members of the committee and the date of their appointment, which 
exists between the services, if it does, for the interchange of informa- 
tion on this papier-mache rocket launcher / 

Admiral Harrtson. Yes, sir; I will supply that for you. 

Mr. Courrney. And will you also advise the committee whether 
that committee would have the information with respect to the pur- 
chases of these various launchers and the buying experience of the 
Navy Department ? 

Admiral Harrison. Yes, sir. 

(The material referred to appears in appendix B.) 

Mr. Kunn. Admiral, in the course of this investigation it was ex- 
plained by the research and development people of the Navy that 
they are passing on now to a 19-round 2.75-inch rocket launcher. At 
what stage of development is that ? 

Admiral Harrtson. At the same time that we awarded a contract 
for what has been called the 6C launcher, we added to that contract— 
and I think it is listed in the information which you gave—there is a 
contract also to develop such a launcher. If you will—— 

Mr. Kvun. Then it is in the process of being manufac ‘tured at this 
time. 
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Admiral Harrison. If you will give me just a moment, I think I 
have a reference. The contract with Century Engineering of June 
1954 covering the X-6C, that is the new 

Mr. Courtney. That is the seven-chamber ? 

Admiral Harrison. Yes, it also includes one for the 19-round one. 
It is the same company. 

Mr. Courrney. 19 round from the same company, and that is 
Century Engineers? 

Admiral Harrison. Century Engineers, not Century Industries. 

Mr. Courrney. And that is a development contract ? 

Admiral Harrison. That is a development contract, yes, sir. 

Mr. Courrney. And it has not gotten to the stage yet of commercial 
procurement / 

Admiral Harrison. No, sir. 

Mr. Hess. How many are there manufactured, Admiral? 

Admiral Harrison. What is that, sir? Would you repeat that, 
sir? 

Mr. Hess. How many are they manufacturing for you? 

Admiral Harrison. How many are they manufacturing? 

Mr. Hess. Under that contract. 

Mr. Courtney. Of the 19-chamber. 

Admiral Harrison. This doesn’t name the number that are being 
manufactured. I would have to supply that information for the 
committee. 

Mr. Hess. Would you supply that, please ? 

Admiral Harrison. I willsupply that; yes, sir. 

(The data referred to appears in appendix C.) 

Mr. Hess. Let me ask you, while you are on this point: Do I under- 
stand that the launcher we have here, the one you have been buying 
in numbers now, is an expendable launcher? You drop it after the 
rockets have been launched ? 

Admiral Harrison. Yes, sir. This is a very inexpensive container, 
and when the rockets are discharged, the launcher is discarded, too. 

Mr. Hess. Am I also correct in this: that rockets can be shipped in 
that as a shipping package ¢ 

Admiral Harrison. That is a standard shipment method for 
rockets. 

Mr. Gavin. May I ask you a question at this point ? 

Mr. Héperr. Mr. Gavin. 

Mr. Gavin. Is the Air Force participating with you in this devel- 
opment of this new 19-rocket launcher ¢ 

Admiral Harrison. They are not helping in the funding of this 
particular 

Mr. Gavin. I am not talking about the funding. I am talking 
about the technical and engineering studies and the research necessary 
in the development. You both work together, or is the Navy working 
on this 19-launcher in connection with the Air Force, or are you just 
doing that on your own? 

Admiral Harrison. Yes, sir. The technical people are closely in 
touch with each other. In fact, on this particular procurement we are 
placing, making arrangements for the incorporation of Air Force 
attachment points in the development. There is an intimate working 
relation in addition to committee action. We depend principally 
upon an intimate working connection between opposite numbers in 
the two services at the working level. And that has been going on 
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to my knowledge for many years, for 9 years to my personal 
knowledge. 

Mr. Hess. Are you finished ? 

Mr. Gavin. Yes. 

Mr. Hess. May I ask a question ? 

Mr. He&serr. Mr. Hess. 

Mr. Hess. Another question, Admiral: You said in these new 
launchers that are going to carry 19 rockets you are working with 
the Air Force in the design, I presume, and I believe you said some- 
thing about an interchangeable 2-point or 3-point suspension on that 
also, is that right? 

Admiral Harrison. I don’t have the information at hand on what 
is going into the 19-rocket, but I am confident we are maintaining 
interchangeability on that, and the same way in the 6-C. 

Mr. Hess. When you say “interchangeability,” you mean the sus- 
pension ¢ 

Admiral Harrison. Yes, sir, the ability to suspend either one. We 
would be quite remiss in not building that into any new rocket 
launchers. 

Mr. Hess. All right. 

Admiral Harrison. This is a back-fitting arrangement, of course. 
An agreement to use the same arrangement on future airplanes would 
be additional. 

Mr. Courrney. I have one question on this question of transporta- 
tion in using X-6 or companion models as a carrier or a package. 

Admiral, do you ship the rockets in this container over, we will say, 
a railroad ? 

Admiral Harrison. I haven’t seen them actually shipped, but I 
should think they would be shipped in large groups. But this is the 
thing: The rocket is actually placed in this. 

Mr. Courrney. Yes, I understand that. But at what point in 
transit ? 

Admiral Harrison. I haven’t seen the package in which the actual 
rocket is shipped. 

Mr. Courtney. Well, my question is this: At the time of manu- 
facture and delivery to the Navy Department, are the rockets inserted 
in this rocket launcher and that whole combined package transported 
to destination ? 

Admiral Harrison. Yes, sir. It is part of the rocket assembly line, 
the place where the launchers which have been delivered by the manu- 
facturer come in and are used for the package. 

Mr. Courtney. So when it is delivered to the Navy, this rocket 
launcher, under your purchase orders, contains within it the rockets 
ready to fire? 

Admiral Harrison. No, sir. The rocket launcher is delivered from 
its place of manufacture to the rocket plant. 

Mr. Courtney. Right. 

Admiral Harrison. And then the rocket is placed in the—— 

Mr. Courtney. The rocket is placed in the container and it is 
wear in that as a container ? 

Admiral Harrison. Yes, sir, the rocket is shipped in this container. 

Mr. Courtney. Directly to destination ? 

Admiral Harrison. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Héserrt. It is a one-package operation proposition. In other 
words, you receive the launcher. It is delivered where the rockets are 
located. The rockets are then placed in the container, and it is then 
shipped as a one-package deal to its destination ? 

Admiral Harrison. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Héserrt. There is no need then of packing rockets separately # 

Admiral Harrison. No, sir, they are not packed separately. 

Mr. He&sert. I see. 

Admiral Harrison. This is the package. 

Mr. Heésert. You do not then ship the rocket in one package and 
the launcher in another package? 

Admiral Harrison. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Héperr. You ship them as one unit? 

Admiral Harrison. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Heépsert. All right. 

Mr. Brooks. Well, are they ready for discharging at the time 
they are shipped ? 

Admiral Harrison. I would like to answer that separately. I 
don’t know just exactly what shape they are in in that particular 
aspect. 

I might add for the committee’s information that in our future 
designs we are contemplating the consideration of adding a little 
piece of sheet metal on the outside of this paper package to take 
care of the more difficult shipping situations. In other words, some- 
times these paper packages get banged around, and in our future 
designs we may well incorporate a metal sheet on the outside which 
would add some slight expense. That would be a permanent part 
during the shipping operation. 

Mr. Krun. Admiral, this is somewhat academic, but would you 
say the chances are rather remote that you would arrive at a single 
standardized launcher before you move into the field of 19-round 
launchers, that is, a single standardized launcher in the 7-round 
launcher before you move into the field of 19-round launchers? 

Admiral Harrison. No, sir. My feeling is that this suspension 
matter has been so thoroughly thrashed out in meeting up to now, 
that an agreement on it is imminent in the immediate future. a matter 
of a month or so would be my guess. But I can’t produce that. 

Mr. Kun. For either the 7-round or the 19-round launcher; that 
is, the suspension system would be adaptable to either of them, and 
if you standardize on the suspension system 

Admiral Harrison. I think we will have for the services a single 
type, a single-suspension, for firing of all sorts. 

Mr. Kunyn. Would you say the 7-round launcher is an interim 
launcher; that you are driving for a larger clustered launcher? 

Admiral Harrison. No. The use of the launchers could be entirely 
different. In other words, one airplane might want to carry 7 and one 
airplane might want to carry 19, depending on the mission. 

Mr. Kunn. Then you woud procure both the 7- and the 19-round 
launchers? 

Admiral Harrison. That is right. 

Mr. Kuun. With the same suspension system ? 

Admiral Harrison. That is right. 
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Mr. Courrnry. Now, Admiral, may I ask you the state of per- 
formance on the contract of last fall, the 40,000 units awarded to 
each of the 3 companies who have been named here? Are you fa- 
miliar with that? 

Admiral Harrison. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Courtnry. What is the state of performance on the Century 
Industries, Inc., contract ? 

Admiral Harrison. The lar ger number of rockets have been deliv- 
ered. There are a few sets—lots—which have not been delivered and 
on which there have been some questions developed concerning tests. 

Mr. Courtney. Then that contract is incomplete ? 

Admiral Harrison. That contract is incomplete, the one with Cen- 
tury Industries for 40,000 rockets. 

Mr. Courtney. And have there been some rejects to that company ? 

Admiral Harrison. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Courrney. In quantity, how many? 

Admiral Harrison. The final action has not been taken in connec- 
tion with the rejections, but there are of the order of a total of 3,000 
out of the 40,000 which are covered by the preliminary rejections. 

Mr. Courtney. And would you say that the 3,000 would be the last 
delivery or the final delivery to complete the contract ? 

Admiral Harrison. I think that will complete the contract, when 
they are closed out. 

Mr. Courtney. Now, for what reason were these 3,000 rejected, 
Admiral? 

Admiral Harrison. Tests were made firing with rockets and the 
nature of the discharge, performance of the tube in the discharge was 
not what was expected. 

Mr. Courtney. Well, what happened, precisely ? 

Admiral] Harrison. Different things have happened. I am speak- 
ing second-hand, from reports made tome. But there was some degree 
of disintegration of the tubes, the paper tubes. 

Mr. Courtney. In firing? 

Admiral Harrison. In firing, actual firing. 

Mr. Courtney. And that is when you were testing these last lots of 
3,000 ? 

Admiral Harrison. Yes, sir. The lots are of 500 each, and a limited 
number of samples [two] of each of these lots are taken and the per- 
formance of the lot is judged on that basis because, of course, it is a 
destructive test. 

Mr. Courtney. Now, how long has this matter of rejection been 
pending in the Navy Department ‘between C entury Engineers and the 
Navy? 

Admiral Harrtson. I would like to refer and see if I can find the 
particular record on that. 

Mr. Hépert. Admiral, you said you testified only secondhand as 
to the cause of the rejection of these 3,000? 

Admira] Harrison. I did not see the test myself. 

Mr. Hézerr. I understand. But for the committee’s benefit, would 
it be possible to have the individual who can testify firsthand as to 
why the 3,000 rockets have been rejected ? 

Admiral Harrison. Yes, sir; we can provide such an individual who 
has actually seen the tests. 
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Mr. Héserr. The committee would appreciate it if you would have 
the individual in authority who did reject them and can give us the 
information why they were rejected. 

Now, one other question: In connection with Century Industries, 
as I understand it, they had 40,000 units. There were 40,000 units in 
all? 

Admiral Harrison. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Héserr. Thirty-seven thousand had been completed and 3,000 
had been rejected. How far behind were they on target date in the 
delivery of the contract? I am referring to Century Industries. 

Admiral Harrison. I would have to check that from the records. 
I do not know the exact figure. 

Mr. Héserr. Will you give that to the committee ? 

Admiral Harrison. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Héserr. If they were on target date or if they were behind. 

Admiral Harrison, I see. 

Mr. Heéperr. In this particular contract. 

Admiral Harrison. I will provide that for the record. 

(The material referred to appears in appendix D.) 

Now, for the committee’s further information in connection with the 
rejections, the contract provides that in the event of a rejection, a nego- 
tiation will take place about what to do about it. And in the case of 
the particular lots in question, retests have been run and in some cases 
the reruns were successful. Now, definitive action has not yet been 
taken with regard to these rerun tests. So it may be that we will 
accept, of these 3,000 rockets, some number. 

Mr. Courtney. Some number of them, some number of the 3,000. 

Admiral Harrison. Some number. 

Mr. Courrney. Then the short of it is the contract has not been 
completed ? 

Admiral Harrtson. As of now the contract has not been completed. 

Mr. Courtney. As of now. 

Admiral Harrison. That is right. 

Mr. Courrney. And the question at issue is the acceptance or rejec- 
tion of some 3,000 units. 

Admiral Harrison. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Courrney. And that question has not as of this time been 
resolved ¢ 

Admiral Harrison. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. Now, Admiral, with respect to the Radiant Manu- 
facturing Co., that contract was let at the same time, was it not, as 
the Century Industries contract ? 

Admiral Harrison. Yes, sir. Those two contracts were practically 
identical in time. 

Mr. Courtney. What is the state of performance on that contract ? 

Admiral Harrison. That is a successful contract. I believe the de- 
liveries have all been made, except for a small number of rockets which 
may have come in the class of incidental damaged rockets. The firing 
failures did not occur as in the order of the 3,000 we were talking 
about. 
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Mr. Courrnry. Then would you say that the contract has been suc- 
cessfully completed ¢ 

Admiral Harrison. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. And was it completed on time / 

Admiral Harrison. I would have to check on the time, but I believe 
it was. I can check that for the committee. 

Mr. Courtney. Will you supply that information ? 

Admiral] Harrison. Yes. 

(The material referred to appears in appendix D.) 

Mr. Courtney. Now, Admiral, with respect to the contract awarded 
to Spra-Con, what is the state of performance on that contract ? 

Admiral Harrison. That, again, was a successful contract, and the 
same terms, in the same terms I described for Radiant. 

Mr. Courtney. And insofar as you are concerned and as far as the 
Navy Department is. concerned, it is a completed contract ? 

Admiral Harrison. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. Now, were either of these two latter contracts re- 
negotiated or the price redetermined ? 

Admiral Harrison. I do not know that positively. I think not. 
They were fixed-price contracts. I don’t think they were subject to 
renegotiation. I can check that and advise the committee, if that is 
incorrect. 

Mr. Courtney. But unless you advise the committee to the contrary, 
we are to assume that they were fixed-price contracts and have been 
completed and the amount paid therefor ? 

Admiral Harrison. Yes, sir. _ 

Mr. Hépsert. In that connection, Admiral, for the record, there were 
3 contracts let simultaneously, for 40,000 units each, and that was 
to Century Industries, Radiant, and Spra-Con; is that correct? 

Admiral Harrison. Practically simultaneously. 

Mr. Héperr. I mean, give or take a couple of days. 

Admiral Harrison. That is right. That one procurement was di- 
vided three ways. 

Mr. Hépserr. Three ways? 

Admiral Harrison. Forty thousand to each man. I believe the 
Century contract was let a few days before the others. 

Mr. Hésert. The Century was let before the others? 

Admiral Harrison. What is that, sir? 

Mr. Heépert. The Century contract was let before the others, before 
Radiant and Spra-Con ? 

Admiral Harrison. Well 

Mr. Hépserr. A few days, I mean? 

Admiral Harrison. Yes, sir; a few days. 

Mr. Heéserr. Well, anyway, for the purposes of our hearing you 
can say they were practically let simultaneously. 

‘Admiral Harrison. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hépsert. And of the 120,000-unit contract let, Spra-Con has 
completed its 40,000 delivery ? 

Admiral Harrison. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Héperr. Radiant has completed its 40,000 delivery ? 

(Admiral Harrison nods. ) 
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Mr. Héserr. Both according to specification, naturally, and ac- 
cepted ? 

(Admiral Harrison nods. ) 

Mr. Heéserr. And Century is still to deliver 3,000. They have not 
completed the contract ? 

Admiral Harrison. Yes, sir; or have us to agree to accept them on 
the basis of retest. 

Mr. Héserr. And you do not know, but you will supply to the com- 
mittee the data as related to the delivery date, whether they are on 
target or delinquent ? 

Admiral Harrtson. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Heépverr. Obviously, Radiant and Spra-Con, they are not de- 
linquent ; they have delivered ? 

Admiral Harrison. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hésert. The only one in doubt now is Century ¢ 

Admiral Harrison. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hésert. With 3,000. 

Admiral Harrison. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. Mr. Chairman, I think it might be pertinent on that 
subject—it may refresh your recollection, Admiral, if we refer to a 
letter which is “signed by Admiral Ekstrom, in December of 1954, an 
official Navy Department letter from the Chief of the Bureau of Aero- 

nautics to the Century Industries Corp. via the inspector of naval 
material at Los Angeles, Calif. The pertinent portion of that letter, 
Mr. Chairman, is as follows: 


In enclosure (1) the contractor discussed the failures, in firing tests, of 
launchers representing lots 29, 31, 52, 53, 71, 73, and offered his opinion of the 
cause for the failures. Quality control methods employed by the contractor 
and the results of tests performed on paper tubes and plastic were also discussed. 
The contractor concluded that the failures should be considered as “distinctions” 
affecting neither safety to aircraft nor reliability of the equipment and recom- 
mended that the Chief of the Bureau of Aeronautics accept the rejected lots of 
launchers without further test or rework. In enclosure (2)— 


and those will be made a part of the record— 


the contractor amended enclosure (1) to add an additional paragraph E which 
stated that if so desired by the Chief of the Bureau of Aeronautics the contractor 
is prepared to apply additional plastic coating to the rejected launchers at no 
additional cost to the Government. 

3. The Chief of the Bureau of Aeronautics does not concur with the con- 
tractor’s recommendation. The disintegration of launchers in flight is con- 
sidered a hazardous condition to both the firing aircraft and other aircraft which 
could be flying through the debris. The rockets themselves project debris such 
as nozzle seals, contact buttons, or other rocket ejects. This minor debris is 
unavoidably inherent in rocket firing and is accepted as a caleulated risk. Photo- 
graphic evidence of firings of production lot samples at the NAD Shumaker— 


Now, what is that? That is the rocket 
Admiral Harrison. They were tested at Shumaker, Ark. 
Mr. Courtney. Allright. [Reading :] 


prove that the debris from a disintegrated launcher can consist of 4-foot lengtns 
of steel rod, 10-inch diameter steel bulkheads, large pieces of plastic coated 
paper from the thick outer casing, steel detents, etc. This debris will have an 
unpredictable trajectory when a launcher disintegrates on firing and constitutes 
a dangerous and unacceptable hazard to flight. It was for this reason that the 
specification covering this contract requires that during the firing tests the center 
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sections “are to sustain no damage except peeling and darkening of the inside 
surface of the tubes, minor tube ruptures, and bending or breaking of the 
contact wires of the intervolometer.” 


4. It is the opinion of the Chief of the Bureau of Aeronautics that despite the 
contractor’s efforts to produce acceptable launchers it appears that adequate 
quality control was not maintained and that the strength of all the launchers is 
marginal. This opinion is supported by the fact that 23 lots manufactured by 
Century Industries were rejected in initial firing tests, or 28.8 percent of the 
total lots produced. Of the other launcher manufacturers, one experienced 
ne firing failures, while the other experienced only two failures. 

Now, which one experienced no firing failures? 

Admiral Harrison. That was prepared upon the basis of ade- 
quate 

Mr. Courtney. Yes, but which manufacturer of the other two did 
not experience any failures ? 

Admiral Harrison. That is right. 

Mr. CourrnEy. Which one? 

Mr. Kunn. Was it Radiant Manufacturing Co.? 

Admiral Harrison. The two others, Radiant and Spray-Con, were 
free of this disintegration trouble. 

Mr. Courtney. But which one experienced no failures, which 
company ¢ 

Admiral Harrison. I would have to check. I think it is Spray- 
Con’s subcontractor. 

Mr. Courtney. And the other experienced only two failures? 

Admiral Harrison. That is right. 

Mr. Courtney (reading) : 





5. For the above reasons the contractor’s proposal of enclosure (1) is rejected. 
The contractor is requested to complete the requirements of the contract. If 
the contractor elects to furnish new launchers, sample testing will be conducted 
in the same manner employed heretofore. 

The rest of the letter, Mr. Chairman, I would ask to have incor- 
porated in the record without reading it. 

Mr. Hésert. Without objection. 

(The balance of the letter follows:) 

In this connection, it is satisfactory to the Chief of the Bureau of Aeronautics 
for the contractor to salvage parts of the rejected launchers exclusive of tubes 
and outer casings and the end bulkheads. If, however, the contractor elects 
to attempt correction of the deficiencies in the launchers of the rejected lots by 
applying additional plastic coating on each launcher, as proposed in enclosure 
(2), such proposal is acceptable; provided that (a) it will be accomplished at no 
increase in contract price; (0) the test quantities per lot will be increased to 
eight and the cost of all rockets fired will be borne by the contractor; and 
(c) if any of the repaired launchers fail in firing tests, the affected lot will be 
considered finally rejected and further recommendations for rework and retest 
of such launchers will not be considered. 


C. E. Exstrom, 
Assistant Chief for Material and Services. 

Mr. Courrnry. Admiral, has there been any change in the status of 
performance on this contract between December 8, 1954, and this time ? 

Admiral Harrison. We have recently run a retest of certain lots, 
of the six lots in question. 

Mr. Courtney. Admiral, I have a photograph here, which bears the 
symbol “54.” It is apparently a rocket, or a launcher in an exploded 
condition. Are you able to recognize that photograph ? 
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EXHIBIT 1 





Admiral Harrison. Yes, sir. This is one of our official photographs 
which was presented to me as an example of the looks of one of these 
things after a test. 

Mr. Courrney. After disintegration ? 

Admiral Harrison. After disintegration, yes, sir. 

Mr. Courrney. And is that type of disintegration a part of the 
evaluation that the Navy Department made on this contractor’s per- 
formance ? 

Admiral Harrison. Yes, sir. It is my understanding this photo- 
graph is one of those at the test site, made after what we calla failure 
through disintegration. 

Mr. Heserr. That is the launcher manufactured by Century, you are 
referring to? 

Admiral Harrison. That is my understanding, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. Well, is that part of the documentation upon which 
you and the Bureau made your evaluation on this contract and contract 
terms / 

Admiral Harrison. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Courrnry. Those are the official records, then, of the Navy 
Department upon which you acted ? 

Admiral Harrison. We have, in addition to this, moving pictures, 
high-speed moving pictures, showing the behavior when the rockets 
are fired. 

Mr. Courtney. Under test conditions ? 

Admiral Harrison. What is that, sir? 

Mr. Courtney. When tested ? 
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Admiral Harrison. During the test. Actually, there have been 
high-speed movies that have been taken at the test site of the thing 
being fired and of the disintegration taking place. 

Mr. Courtney. Would you say, Admiral, that the conditions dis- 
played on the photograph bearing the number 54 are typical or repre- 
sentative of the type of disintegration to which you have been re- 
ferring in this official correspondence ? 

Admiral Harrison. I would have to check to see what percentage of 
coordination there is between the average tests and this one, in other 
words, to know whether this is an average or whether it is worse, be- 
cause I can’t say of my own knowledge. I will have to check that. 

Mr. Courrney. Will you supply that information for us, Admiral? 

Admiral Harrison. Yes, sir. 

(The information referred to appears in appendix FE.) 

Mr. Courtney. Meanwhile, Mr. Chairman, I would ask that the 
exhibit be offered, and to be supplemented by whatever information 
the Admiral has which is pertinent. 

Mr. Kunn. On your most recent procurement, Admiral, that ad- 
vertised solicitation of bids, how many responses did you have to that 
invitation ¢ 

Admiral Harrison. I can’t answer that. That procurement was 
done, by the Naval Purchasing Office. I will have to check that. 

Mr. Kunn. Is there someone here who can answer that, Admiral? 

Admiral Harrison. Is there someone here from the Naval Purchas- 
ing Office ? 

(No response.) 

Admiral Harrison. I can check that, sir, and supply that for the 
records of the committee. 

Mr. Hépert. In other words, Mr. Kuhn, you want the information 
as to how many companies were invited to participate in the negotia- 
tion or the bidding. 

Mr. Courtney. The bidding. 

Mr. Hevert. In the bidding of the new article? 

Mr. Kunn. That is right, Mr. Chairman, and we would like the 
unit prices of those bidders who did submit bids. 

Mr. Héserr. You understand the information they want, Admiral ? 

Admiral Harrison. Yes, sir. That information is readily avail- 
able, but I don’t happen to have it at hand. 

Mr. Hévert. We want to be sure you understand. In other words, 
the committee wants the names of the companies who submitted bids 
on the contract which we have under consideration now. 

Admiral Harrison. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. No. 

Mr. Heserr. Let’s get the record straight. 

Admiral Harrison. That contract has been awarded, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Héperr. Has been awarded ? 

Admiral Harrison. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hépzert. That is what I am talking about. 

Mr. Kuun. That is right, the latest Navy procurement. 

Mr. Hésertr. You are talking about the latest Navy procurement 
contract for these launchers, and the committee wants the information 
as to the bids made by the number of companies and the names of the 
companies who did make such proposals ? 

Mr. Kuun. Yes. 

Mr. Hésert. Before this contract was let ? 

Mr. Kuun. That is right. 
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Mr. Héserr. Which Century now holds? 

Mr. Kun. No, in which Radiant Manufacturing Co. was low, 
with a bid of $23.95. That is, the advertised bid for the AERO 6A, 
the latest Navy procurement. 

Mr. Hésert. Well, the latest—now, let’s get it straight. The Radi- 
ant has that contract ? 

Mr. Kuun. Radiant Manufacturing Co. has that. 

Mr. Héserr. Does Century have any contract at all for the new 
launcher ? 

Admiral Harrison. No, sir. They were an unsuccessful bidder on 
that procurement. 

Mr. Héperr. They were an unsuccessful bidder ? 

Admiral Harrison. They got no procurement from that particu- 
lar 

Mr. Hé&perr. So the Navy contract is with Radiant? 

Admiral Harrison. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Heéverr. At $23.95 ? 

Mr Kony. Yes, sir. 

Admiral Harrison. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hésertr. Now, the committee wants the other firms and the 
other bids which they made? 

Admiral Harrison. Yes, sir. We will supply the list of the unsuc- 
cessful bidders, and I believe you want the pricing also. 

Mr. Héserr. That is right, price also. And the committee under- 
stands now that Radiant has the only contract for these launchers, 
or rather, Navy has the only contract with Radiant. 

(The list referred to appears in appendix F.) 

Admiral Harrtson. Yes, sir, the only production contract presently, 
after these 40,000, is this large contract with Radiant. 

Mr. Courrnry. That is a contract, isn’t it, Admiral, for 50,000 
AERO 6A which was let on December 8, 1954 ? 

Admiral Harrison. I believe that is a correct statement, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. Admiral, was that a competitive contract or was that 
negotiated ? 

Mr. Courrney. Formal advertised. 

Admiral Harrison. What is that? Would you repeat that? 

Mr. Brooks. Is that open competitive ¢ 

Admiral Harrison. That was an advertised procurement. 

Mr. Brooxs. Competitively made? 

Admiral Harrtson. Open competitive bidding. 

Mr. Brooxs. And not negotiated ? 

Admiral Harrison. Not negotiated ; no, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. I was going to ask you why it was not competitive, 
but it is. 

Mr. Courtney. One further question, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Kcun. Admiral, what would happen to the plane when the 
launcher disintegrates as shown in that exhibit, picture No. 54? Could 
you venture any ideas along that line? 

Admiral Harrison. That is a question I cannot answer, and I don’t 
think anyone can on the basis of the studies we have made so far. 

Mr. Courtney. It wouldn’t assist it in flight, would it? 

Admiral Harrison. I was profoundly disturbed by seeing this 
degree of disintegration, but we are trying to evaluate by looking at 
movies what would happen if something like this occurred in 
the air. 
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Mr. Courtney. Mr. Chairman, I think that, so far as I know, is all 
with the admiral at this point, outside of the abstract of bids and the 
other information. 

Mr. Héserr. Any further questions from members of the com- 
mittee ? 

Mr. Hess. Yes (aside to Mr. Courtney). 

Mr. Courtney. Well, let us be clear about that. 

Mr. Hess is inquiring with respect to the 19-cluster launcher. Am 
I correct in stating that it was your testimony that you have let a 
development contract for that launcher to the Century Engineers, 
Inc. ? 

Admiral Harrison. The Engineers, yes, sir; that has been—— 

Mr. Courtney. Now, that is a separate company. 

Admiral Harrison. That isa separate company. 

Mr. Courtney. From any that have been mentioned here this 
morning ¢ 

Admiral Harrison. I believe it was mentioned as the original com- 
pany which designed the first of these and which secured our original 
contract, but, there was an alteration by novation agreement and Cen- 
tury Industries took that over and there was a connection between the 
two companies, which I understand has now been severed, so they are 
entirely separate corporate enterprises now. 

Mr. Courtney. And the 19-chamber launcher is a development con- 
tract and not a production contract ? 

Acmiral Harrison. That is my understanding. 

Mr. Courtney. Is that clear? 

Mr. Hess. That is clear. 

Mr. Heépert. Fine. Thank you very much, Admiral. 

Admiral Harrison. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. Thank you very much, Admiral. 

Mr. Chairman, now, with reference to the matter of coordination, 
Colonel Soukup, will you step forward, please ? 

Colonel, you have heard the admonition given to the other wit- 
nesses ? 

Colonel Souxup. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. You are familiar with them and with your rights. 

Please raise your right hand. 

Mr. Héperr. You swear to tell the truth, the whole truth, and 
nothing but the truth in connection with this matter, so help you 
God ? 

Colonel Souxur. I do. 

Mr. Héserr. Give your full name and position to the reporter, 
please, Colonel. 

Mr. Courtney. Full name, rank, and duties. 


TESTIMONY OF COL. RAYNOLD A. SOUKUP, DEPUTY CHIEF, DIREC- 
TORATE OF RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT, HQS., USAF. ACCOM- 
PANIED BY COL. JAMES B. TAPP AND JOHN C. BALCH 


Colonel Souxur. Raynold A. Soukup. My rank is colonel. My 
present duty is Deputy Chief, Combat Components Division, Direc- 
torate of Research and Development, Headquarters, USAF. 

Mr. Kunn. Would you other gentlemen get your names on the 
record at this point, also? Mr. Balch and Colonel Tapp? 

Colonel Tarr. Colonel James B. Tapp. 








- 
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Mr. Courtney. And your name? 

Mr. Baucu. John C. Balch. 

Mr. Courtney. You gentlemen are to testify in coordination or 
in connection with Colonel Soukup’s testimony ? 

Colonel Souxur. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. On the general subject ? 

Colonel Souxup. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. You heard the admonitions given to the other wit- 
nesses. Will you please rise and be sworn ? 

Mr. Hérerr. Do you swear to tell the truth and nothing but the 
truth in connection with this matter, so help you God? 

Colonel Tarp. I do. 

Mr. Batcu. I do. 

Mr. Courtney. Go ahead. 

Mr. Kuun. Colonel Soukup, you heard the testimony of Admiral 
Harrison concerning standardization on an externally mounted paper 
plastic impregnated launcher. Would you state the Air Force’s posi- 
tion with respect to that? 

Colonel Souxur. The Air Force desires to achieve interchangeabil- 
ity on all expendable ordnance stores. However, in regard to these 
particular launchers, we have to go back into the Air Force history a 
little bit, I think, to appreciate the reasons for the Air Force having 
at this time a 3-point suspension and the Navy their 2. 

In our older aircraft, quite a number of which are still in our inven- 
tory, we had a requirement to carry and fire the 5-inch HVAR. 
This is a Navy rocket. In regard to our requirement to carry this 
rocket, we not only wanted to carry it by itself but even tier the rocket. 
By that I mean on each place where we loaded the rocket, we desired 
to carry one under it in tier. 

In addition, our aircraft are relatively high-performance aircraft 
and it was desirable to retract these launchers, or these suspension 
points after the rocket had been launched. 

For the purposes of achieving a retractible launcher and for tiering 
the 5-inch rocket, we used a 3-point suspension. 

Now, we have since almost eliminated the 5-inch HVAR Air Force 
requirement and now are turning to the 2.75 FFAR, and we have gone 
to these launchers in order to fire our 2.75’s and we mount these, we 
desire to mount these on the same mount which previously carried 
our 5-inch HVAR. So we are forced to a 3-point suspension. 

We have 2-point suspension on some of our aircraft, but we use 
these for bombs, and it is the Air Force desire to carry rockets as well 
as bombs on the same mission when occasion demands. 

Mr. Kunn. What efforts have you made to coordinate your research 
and development on the suspension system for this present or this 
seven-cluster launcher ? 

Colonel Souxur. When it was originally decided by the Air Force 
to go to a 2.75 FFAR Navy rocket, at that same time the Air Force 
directed that the launcher the Air Force procures have interchange- 
ability; possibly not immediately, but that definitely was stated as an 
Air Force goal, interchangeability with the Navy suspension. 

Mr. Kunn. But you would still retain your 3-point suspension and 
the Navy would retain its 2-point suspension ? 
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Colonel Souxur. The Air Force was forced into this position, as I 
have said previously, due to the fact that we must carry these on our 
5-inch HV AR stations. 

Mr. Courrney. Colonel, what you are talking about is simply this: 
That the suspension systems differ in the two rockets, and that is the 
real point of difference, isn’t that right, or not? 

Colonel Souxurp. No, 1 wouldn’t say that. 

Mr. Courtney. What other differences, then ? 

Colonel Souxur. For the 5-inch HVAR we must have a 3-point 
suspension. We desire to use these same suspension mounts to carry 
out 2.75 launchers, these launchers, 

“ CourtNnEY. Now, those are the mounts that are on the plane 
itself ? 

Colonel Sovuxur. Those are the mounts that are on our present 
inventory aircraft. 

Mr. Courtney. As distinguished from the hooks or lugs or what- 
ever they are that are on the launcher mechanism itself ? 

Colonel Souxur. That is correct. 

Mr. Brooks. Why must you have, Colonel, 3 points, with certain 
rockets there and you can tie your bombs with 2 points? 

Colonel Souxur. Well, our development people have firmed up a 
3-point suspension as being most desirable in view of the fact that we 
desire to tier-mount these rockets. 

Mr. Brooxs. What do you mean by “tier-mount”’? 

Colonel Souxur. As I said before, we mount one rocket underneath 
the wing from each suspension and then hanging on that rocket we 
mount another rocket underneath. 

Mr. Courtney. You mean rocket or launcher? 

Colonel ogo Rocket. 

Possibly I should clarify that. The 5-inch HVAR is a fixed-fin 
rocket. It cannot be launched from such a tube [indicating]. 

Mr. Courtney. In other words, it is not fired from a tube, is what 
you are saying? 

Colonel Souxur. Correct. 

Mr. Courtney. The rocket itself is a self-contained unit and it is 
suspended under the wing of the plane ? 

Colonel Souxur. Correct. 

Mr. Courtney. And when fired, it is a complete disintegration job, 
is that right ? 

Colonel Souxur. Correct. 

Mr. Brooxs. What you are trying to do is to fix an arrangement 
that would mount rockets individually and then also mount these 
rocket launchers, is that the idea ? 

Colonel Souxur. Correct. As I indicated before, the 5-inch HVAR 
rocket was involved in an old Air Force requirement. Since that 
time, we have discarded this requirement and our new requirement, 
which replaces that old, involves these launchers. However, we still 
have the suspension mounts for our old unrequired rocket at the 
present time. 

Mr. Brooxs. What I am getting at is this: Then to change your 
mount, you would have to change the fixture on the airplane? 

Colonel Souxur. Yes, sir; we would have to modify our aircraft. 

Mr. Brooks. So your airplanes would have to be modified. Your 
new planes now can use the new mount ? 
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Colonel Souxur. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. And how much expense would be involved in modify- 
ing your old airplanes? 

Colonel Souxur. I am not prepared to—it is a considerable amount. 
This particular amount was reviewed by people other than myself, who 
are involved in the numbers and economics of this, and they have 
decided that it would be uneconomical to so modify our aircraft. 

Mr. Brooks. In the future, then, you will be in a position to use the 
same mount for tiering your 5-inch HVAR rockets and also the same 
identical mount for the launchers and the same mount for the bomb; 
isthat right? And will that be a 2-point mount ? 

Colonel Souxur. In the future we will use a 2-point mount for our 
launchers, rocket launchers in our bombs. You mentioned the 5-inch 
HVAR again, which is no longer a requirement. 

Mr. Brooks. You are not going to use the 5-inch HVAR rocket? 

Colonel Souxur. Correct. 

Mr. Brooks. So that is out ? 

Colonel Souxup. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. That is all. 

Mr. Courrney. You are just simply, then, continuing the use of the 
suspension gadgets that are built into the planes that were originally 
designed to fire the five—what do you call it ? 

Mr. Brooxs. HVAR. 

Mr. Courtney. The 5-inch HV AR;; is that right ? 

Colonel Souxur. That is correct. 

Mr. Courrney. That is your position ? 

Colonel Tarr. That is correct. 

Mr. Batcu. (Nods.) 

Mr. Bares. Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Heéverr. Mr. Bates. 

Mr. Bares. Colonel, what are you doing on your new planes now ? 
Are you using any of the 2-point attachments at all ? 

Colonel Sovuxur. That is our program, to use the 2-point suspension 
on the new aircraft. 

Mr. Bates. Now, were these 5-inch HV AR on reciprocating planes 
or were they on your jet planes ? 

Colonel Soukur. Some were on reciprocating planes and some were 
on some of our older jet aircraft, such as the F-84’s that are in our 
inventory at the present time, and some of our older F-86's that are 
in our inventory at the present time and some of our older F-86’s, 
fighter-bombers. 

Mr. Bares. Then you have a large portion of your inventory taken 
up with the 3-point mounts? 

Colonel Souxur. That is correct. 

Mr. Bates. Now, Admiral Harrison indicated you would come into 
agreement within a month. Now, do you agree with that? From 
what you have said, I wouldn’t think that may be so ¢ 

Colonel Tarr. May I answer the question : 

Mr. Héperr. Yes; certainly. 

Colonel Tare. When the requirement for the 5-inch rocket was elim- 
inated, all Air Force aircraft that were to be produced after that are 
using a 14-inch suspension system which is identical to the Navy, that 
is, as to the spacing. 

Mr. Courtney. Fourteen inches apart between the lugs or the points 
of suspension, is that what you are talking about ? 
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Colonel Tarr. That is right. 

I think I could amplify what Colonel Soukup has said. 

Mr. Courtney. Do you want to step over here and amplify that? 

Colonel Tarr. If you are interested. 

Mr. Courtney. So the record may be clear, you are referring to a 
launcher which is suspended known as the Navy X-—6, isn’t it? 

Colonel Tarr. I was to touch on this a little bit [indicating]. Im- 
mediately following World War I1—the 5-inch rocket by the way, did 
come into existence just shortly after the end of the war, and it was 
carried on following the war as'the air-to-ground rocket. 

The Air Force, during those days, did not have a requirement for 
an airplane specifically known as the fighter-bomber, that is an air- 
to-ground airplane. All of our fighters were day fighters at that 
time, and had to be able to fight in the air against other fighters and 
had also to have the capability to fight air to ground. 

Asa result of this, they had to be high performance. 

The Navy did have at that time, an attack aircraft, of which we 
had no comparable type. This launcher is the 14-inch combination 
bomb rack and rocket rack the Navy uses. It is obvious that eight of 
these hanging on an airplane will slow it down. ‘This is where we get 
our requirement for a retractable launcher or got it at that time, on 
these aircraft that were coming into existence shortly following 
World War I1—the F-—80, the F—84, and the F-s86. 

We now have a requirement for fighter-bomber aircraft, a specialized 
air-to-ground attack airplane. 

It is desirable to hang all suspensions that are of use in a tactical 
situation air to ground. And on these aircraft we will go to this type 
of suspension system. 

Mr. Courtney. You are referring, then, to the suspension system 
that is shown on the X-6, that stands right in front of you. What is 
the number of that? 

Mr. Kuun. It is a 6—A. ', 

Colonel Tarr. A 6—-A hanging on this 14-inch suspension system, 
which is a combination bomb and rocket rack. 

Mr. Courtney. And that is the ultimate as far as you presently 
foresee for this type of firing mechanism ? 

Colonel Tarr. This type of suspension system, yes, sir. 

Mr. Courrnry. Yes. Now—excuse me. 

Mr. Bares. Well, was that 5-inch HV AR—didn’t the colonel indi- 
cate that was a Navy development ? 

Colonel Tarr. That was a Navy rocket. 

Colonel Souxur. Yes. 

Colonel Tarr. Which both services were using prior to the end of 
the war and since. 

Mr. Bares. But you had to have a three-point attachment. 

Colonel Souxur. Yes. The Navy didn’t have a requirement to tier 
their rocket, nor did they have a requirement to have the suspension 
points retractable. 

Mr. Bares. So you needed three points for more strength ? 

Colonel Souxup. Correct. 

Mr. Barres. Now, I can understand the disadvantage of having 
something like that protruding after you have shot your rockets, be- 
cause it will slow down the plane. 

Colonel Souxur. Yes. 
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5906 AIR FORCE PROCUREMENT OF ROCKET LAUNCHERS 


Mr. Bares. But it will slow down a Navy plane just as much as it 
will slow down your plane. 

Colonel Tarr. Again, you see, they had attack aircraft which were 
specifically designed to work air to ground. They were not high- 
performance aircraft that had to work air to air and air to ground. 

Mr. Brooxs. Why is it easier, though, to retract a 3-point mechanism 
rather than a 2-point mechanism ¢ 

Colonel Souxur. I must admit that retracting 2 points would be 
probably easier than 3 points. 

However, we needed the three points to provide us more strength 
from the standpoint of having to tier our rockets. This was not a 
Navy requirement. 

Mr. Courrnry. Well—can I break in there? Then what you are 
saying is that so far as suspension alone is concerned, the two-point 
suspension would be satisfactory, but because of the increased weight 
load by the additional rocket you did require additional support or 
suspension; is that right? Is that what you are saying? 

Mr. Baucu. That is correct. And by so doing you get an increased 
number of rockets on the airplane for less number of rocket stations 
and less total drag when the rockets are installed. 

Mr. Courtney. But that is for another reason than suspension 
alone ¢ 

Mr. Baucu. That is correct. 

Mr. Courtney. All right. 

Mr. Bares. If you didn’t get to the target area by the time you 
engaged enemy planes—because these are high-performance planes. 
You are going to fight against high-performance planes. Just what 
would you do? Would you discharge these things 

Colonel Soukur. You are assuming what aircraft configuration ? 

Mr. Bares. I am assuming the one that carries the tiers there. 

Colonel Souxur. The tiers. 

Mr. Bares. That is right. 

Colonel Souxur. These are launchers. 

Mr. Bares. I understand. You had them in tier fashion, with the 
bomb underneath. Isn’t that what you do? 

Colonel Souxur. No. I think 

Mr. Bares. You have a bomb underneath these launchers; don’t 
you! Isn’t that the reason you have your three points, for more 
strength, right ? 

Mr. Baucu. No, sir. 

May I dissertate a little? 

The 3-point suspension was designed to hang 2 each 5-inch rockets— 
no bombs, no clusters originally. We had only 5-inch rockets. 

Mr. Bates. Now, what is this 5-inch HVAR? 

Mr. Batcu. The }-inch HV AR was a single rocket. 

Mr. Bares. Oh, rocket. 

Mr. Batcu. Which fired completely from the aircraft and let the 
aircraft with the small mounts which were then retracted. 

Colonel Souxur. The HVAR is high-velocity aircraft rocket, just 
a large, comparatively large-caliber rocket. 

Mr. Batcu. This brings up another advantage of this three-point 
system of which we speak. It had the capability of jettisoning rockets 
from the aircraft without firing them, where the Navy two-point sys- 
tem did not. At the will of the a he could release the rockets from 
his aircraft, drop them as in takeoff—if he were in an emergency or 
over friendly territory in an emergency, he could drop the rockets 
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safe and return home without the loaded rockets on his aircraft. This 
was an added feature of this 3-point suspension, in addition to the 
increased strength, increased sway bracing required to carry the 
2 rockets. 

(Mr. Bates nods. ) 

Well, the question I was asking: if you were engaged with enemy 
planes, you would drop these things, and fight; wouldn’t you! 

You wouldn’t carry these things? 

Mr. Baucn. If you were in air-to-air combat ? 

Mr. Bares. That is right. 

Mr. Batcn. And you were carrying 5-inch rockets which were de- 
signed for air to ground ? 

Mr. Bares. You would try to unload the things? 

Mr. Batcn. You might try to shoot them at the aircraft to try to 
hit them by lot. 

Colonel Souxur. Generally, we would unload. We would unload 
the 5-inch rockets. If we were carrying these and had to do air-to-air 
combat we generally would unload these, too. Both the 5-inch rockets 
and these launchers which carry a 2.75 rocket are primarily air-to- 
ground rockets, to be used on ground targets. 

Mr. Bares. You would have to do that if you are going to support 
your previous argument here. 

Mr. Barcn. Right. 

Mr. Bares. All right. 

Mr Heéserr. Any further questions from members of the com- 
mittee ? 

Mr. Bares. But you are going ahead and use the Navy one; is that 
what we understand ? 

Mr. Batcu. That is correct. 

Mr. Bares. The two-pointer ? 

Colonel Tarr. The Navy type. 

Mr. Bates. Well, the Navy type: two points? 

Colonel Tarr. Two points, 14 inches. 

Mr. Bares. And that is for new planes coming off ¢ 

Colonel Tarr. Right. 

Mr. Bares. When do you expect that to become effective? 

Colonel Souxur. Well 

Colonel Tarr. It is already effective in certain production aircraft. 

Mr. Bares. You already got it going? 

Colonel Tarr. Already got it going. 

Mr. Bares. And you have come into agreement ? 

Colonel Tarr. We did give consideration to putting the Aero 14 type 
rack at the time we adapted the 2.75. However, it required quite ex- 
tensive modification to the wing of the aircraft since there wasn’t 
structure at all, and proper points on all aircraft to hang these things 
on, and it would have been tremendously expensive in comparison to 
going to the separate rocket launcher. 

Mr. Héserr. Mr. Kuhn. 

Mr. Kunn. When was the 5-inch HVAR abandoned by the Air 
Force? 

Colonel Souxur. Approximately early 1953. 

Mr. Kunn. And as I understand, you now have in development 
two-point suspension system ? 

Colonel Souxur. Well, our present M-3 has got either 3 point or 
2 point. It is compatible with 3 point or 2 point. 
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Colonel Tarr. No; he is talking on the aircraft. 

Mr. Kuun. What are you looking for in the future by way of sus- 
pensions, either one or the other ¢ 

Colonel Souxur. Two point. 

Mr. Kuun. Two point. 

Colonel Souxur. Two point. 

Mr. Kuun. Then what were the 100,000 Smileys—what was the 
destination for them? Could you tell us that? 

Is that within your field or is that Colonel Wilson’s? 

Colonel Tarr. To the Air Force inventory for use on Air Force 
aircraft. 

Mr. Courtney. May I interrupt there ? 

That was then to use on the type of airplane you still had in stock 
or in inventory ¢ 

Colonel Tarp. That is correct. 

Mr. Courrney. Which had a provision for a three-point hookup. 

Colonel Tarr. That is correct. 

Colonel Souxur. That is correct. 

Mr. Courtney. Isthat right? 

Colonel Souxur. That is right. 

Mr. Batcn. The launcher also is designed to be able to install with- 
out modification fittings for two-point suspension. 

Mr. Heéserr. Now, did I understand you to say that the 100,- 
000 

Mr. Kuun. 100,000. 

Mr. Héserr. 100,000 of launchers known as the Smiley; is that 
correct ? 

Mr. Kunn. That is correct. 

Mr. Hérerr. Which contract now has been let, is merely for use on 
the aircraft which eventually will be outmoded ? 

Colonel Souxur. Correct, eventually. 

Mr. Héserr. So you let this 100,000-unit contract for the so-called 
Smiley now ? 

Colonel Souxup. That is correct. 

Mr. Héperr. Now, this so-called Smiley—that contract was let to 
whom? 

Colonel Wiison. Century Industries, sir. 

Mr. Héserr. Century Industries. I just wanted it on the record, 
that Century Industries now have that contract. 

Colonel Souxur. That is correct. 

Mr. Courtney. That is in the procurement field. We will take 
that up separately. 

Mr. Héeerr. I am not going to pursue it but I just wanted it in tne 
record at this time, that Century Industries now has a contract for 
100,000 launchers known as the Smiley. 

Mr. Courtney. That is correct. 

Mr. Hépert. That is right. 

Thank you very much, Colonel. We appreciate your appearance 
here. 

The committee will stand in recess until tomorrow morning at 10 
o'clock. 

Mr. Courtney. Ten o’clock, sharp, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Héserr. Yes. 

(Whereupon, at 11:52 a. m., the committee adjourned to reconvene 
at 10 a.m., Friday, April 15, 1955.) 
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FRIDAY, APRIL 15, 1955 


Howse or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
SPECIAL SUBCOMMITTEE FOR INVESTIGATIONS, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., the Honorable F. Edward 
Hébert, chairman of the subcommittee, presiding. 

Mr. Héserr. The committee will come to order. 

Mr. Courtney. Mr. Chairman, under the precept, in view of the 
membership, I would suggest you designate the hearing group. 

Mr. Héserr. For the purposes of the hearing today, the chairman 
designates himself as the Democratic member of the committee and 
chairman, and Mr. Hess of Ohio and Mr. Bates of Massachusetts, to 
sit as a subcommittee. 

Mr. Courrney. Mr. Chairman, this morning we have Mr. Babbitt 
and Mr. Reisman of Century Industries. They are present with us. 

I read to you yesterday the telegram which Mr. Babbitt sent to us. 
He was delayed, unfortunately, in arriving yesterday. 

Mr. Babbitt had requested that the committee hear him and the 
matters with reference to his company which have been under con- 
sideration by the subcommittee, by telegram in March, and in the 
interval a representative of his concern, Mr. David Gould, had an 
engagement with you, the chairman, and with myself to discuss the 
affairs relating to this contract. That interview was canceled be- 
cause of a death in the family of Mr. Gould, and in the meanwhile this 
hearing was scheduled. 

Century Industries were notified of this proposed hearing, and there 
has been an exchange of telegrams and telephone calls having to do 
with Mr. Babbitt’s desire to appear here this morning. 

Now, Mr. Babbitt is accompanied by Mr. Reisman, who is a member 
of the California bar, an officer of the company, and also counsel, I 
believe, for the company; is that right 

Mr. Retsman. That is correct. 

Mr. Héperr. Mr. Courtney, before we call the first witness, the 
Chair desires to amend the designation of committee members to in- 
clude Mr. Fisher, of Texas, to sit. 

Mr. Courtney. Mr. Chairman, yesterday the witnesses, prospective 
and otherwise, were advised of the rules of the committee and of their 
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constitutional rights. I presented Mr. Reisman on yesterday after- 
noon a copy of the subcommittee’s rules, and I have also advised him 
of his rights under the fifth amendment. And I assume that he, as 
counsel, is adequately prepared under the circumstances and ade- 
quately informed. 

We are ready to proceed now, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Hésert. Mr. Babbitt. 

Mr. Courtney. I think Mr. Reisman would be sworn at the same 
time. 

Mr. Héserr. Is Mr. Reisman to be a witness or counsel ? 

Mr. Courtney. A little of both, isn’t that right? 

Mr. Reisman. I think so. 

Mr. Hépert. Mr. Reisman and Mr. Babbitt. 

Mr. Courtney. Would you rise, please? Give your full name to 
the reporter. It is Irving Babbitt? 

Mr. Bassirt. Irving L. Babbitt. 

Mr. Reisman. Samuel Reisman. | 

Mr. Héserr. You gentlemen raise your hands and be sworn, please. 

You solemnly swear to tell the truth, the whole truth, and nothing 
but the truth in connection with this matter, so help you God? 

Mr. Reisman. I do. 

Mr. Bassrrr. I do. 

Mr. Hésert. Mr. Courtney, proceed. 

Mr. Courtney. Mr. Babbitt. It is Irving L. Babbitt? 


TESTIMONY OF IRVING L. BABBITT, PRESIDENT, CENTURY INDUS- 
TRIES CORP., ACCOMPANIED BY SAMUEL REISMAN 


Mr. Bassirt. That is right. 

Mr. Courtney. And you are the president of Century Industries? 

Mr. Basprrr. Corporation. Of San Pedro, Calif. 

Mr. Courrney. Of San Pedro, Calif. 

And, Mr. Reisman, you are—— 

Mr. Reisman. Samuel Reisman. 

Mr. Courtney. And you are counsel for the company and chairman 
of its board of directors? 

Mr. Reisman. That is correct. 

Mr. Courtney. And you are situated, both of you, in the Los 
Angeles area ? 

Mr. Retsman. That is right. 

Mr. Bassirr. That is right. 

Mr. Courtney. Now, Mr. Babbitt and Mr. Reisman, whichever one 
of you is better prepared to answer the question addressed, please do. 
We want to inquire about two things this morning, one having to do 
with the contract which you now hold from the Air Force, and with 
some reference to the prior contract which you held or your company 
held from the Navy Department, and also to inquire about a lease of 
some Government property in which your company has carried on its 
manufacturing operations. 

Mr. Retsman. Mr. Courtney, in connection with our discussion 
yesterday in your office, we have prepared an opening statement for 
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the committee in connection with the first subject matter mentioned 
by you. And I would like to hand you a copy thereof. 

Mr. Courtney. Well, will you proceed, then, with the statement? 

Mr. Reisman. I will give the reporter a copy, also. 

Mr. Héserr. Do you have enough copies for the committee? 

Mr. Retsman. We only have two extra copies. 

Mr. Hésert. Proceed with your statement. 

Mr. Bassrrr. I would like to state that Century Industries Corp., of 
San Pedro, Calif., is a company which for its entire history has been 
engaged exclusively in the manufacture of airborne rocket launchers, 
engineered and developed by their own staff of designing and engi- 
neering specialists. 

Over one year ago, Century Industries Corp. received from the Air 
Force a request to bid on a proposed contract for the manufacture of 
the ECARL or MA-1 rocket launcher. ECARL is an abbreviation 
for “expendable cluster aircraft rocket launcher”. 

Mr. Courtney. Who thought that name up? 

Mr. Bassirr. This is the initials somebody used and this is part of 
the proposed request, gentlemen. This is something I had nothing 
to do with. 

At the time the Air Force emphasized the urgency of acquiring a 
rocket launcher to meet its specific requirements. In addition to 
complying with this request for bid, we at Century Industries Corp. 
undertook, at our own expense, to develop and engineer a superior 
rocket launcher for use by the Armed Forces. 

Drawing upon our previous experience in the manufacture of 
rocket launchers, the combined teams of Century Industries Corp.’s 
designers, engineers, materiel procurement and production staffs went 
into immediate operation, and within a relatively short period actually 
produced eight prototype “Smiley” rocket launchers which Century 
Industries Corp. contributed, at no cost or charge to the Air Force, to 
be used in experimental tests. These tests were conducted at Eglin 
Air Force Base during the latter part of February 1954. 

Following the first tests at Eglin Air Force Base, the Air Force 
indicated their interest in obtaining additional prototype rocket 
launchers to test, evaluate and compare as well as prove out new and 
revolutionary jettisoning mechanism. 

Century Industries Corp. assured the Air Force that they would 
have 80 more “Smiley” rocket launchers available for tests within 
5 weeks, at Century’s expense. 

Century Industries Corp., after working at a feverish pace, pro- 
duced and delivered the promised additional 80 “Smiley” rocket 
launchers within the 5-week period for the continuation of the engi- 
neering evaluation and comparison tests at Eglin. 1 

Century Industries Corp. rendered a complete service of coordina- 
tion and cooperation to the Air Force by assigning its own project 
engineering personnel to assist the Air Force in these additional tests, 
again at Century’s expense. 

Following the second series of tests at Eglin Air Force Base, the Air 
Force evaluated the “Smiley” rocket launcher as satisfactory and 
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acceptable and subsequently an official report, titled TR 54-14— 
which is marked “confidential”—was issued. 

This report further stated that the “Smiley,” now designated as the 
MA-3, was generally superior to other available rocket launchers used 
in the comparison tests, including the MA-1. 

I would like to note that the singular effort of Century Industries 
Corp. to provide a finished quantity of prototype “Smiley” rocket 
launchers involved nonreimbursed costs to Century Industries Corp. 
of approximately $175,000, which costs reflect the sequence of events 
in developing this proprietary item for use by the Air Force through 
the experimental engineering evaluation and comparison test phases 
conducted and completed at Eglin Air Force Base. 

Mr. Courtney. May I interrupt right there so the record will be 
clear ? 

Then, as I understand it, Mr. Babbitt, your company claims that 
the M-3, or the “Smiley” rocket launcher, developed by you, is a 
proprietary item, owned by you? 

Mr. Bassrrr. That is correct. 

Mr. Hess. Mr. Courtney, do we have one of those launchers here ? 

Mr. Courtney. Yes, here. 

Mr. Hess. This one? 

Mr. Courtney. This is substantially it, isn’t it? 

Mr. Baserrr. That is right. 

Mr. Courtney. The first one on the right. 

Mr. Héserr. Continue, Mr. Babbitt. 

Mr. Bagspirr. Century Industries Corp. was fully cognizant of the 
great investment hazard facing them, in working only on an indication 
of interest for a new rocket launcher on the part of the Air Force. - 
They had no contractural agreement with the Air Force. The cal- 
culated risk taken by Century Industries Corp. was based on their 
intense confidence in their ability to devise and construct the best 
airborne rocket launcher produced for and accepted by the military. 
Century Industries Corp., being in the business of making 1 product— 
a rocket launcher—with 1 customer, the military—is dedicated to 
keeping their wheels in motion as the outstanding pioneer in the field. 

On February 26, 1954, the Air Force requested that Century Indus- 
tries submit a proposal for manufacturing MA-~-1 rocket launchers in 
quantities of 50,000 and 100,000. We answered the invitation and 
we understand one other company also responded. Our bid was $54 
plus for the 100,000 units and we understand the competing com- 
pany, the developing company of the MA~1, bid Spprnmeneteny $75. 

Simultaneously with its bid response, Century Industries Corp. 
also submitted an alternate proposal on its “Smiley” rocket launcher 
a proprietary item developed solely at our expense—which Century 
Industries considered a superior item and one that was more economi- 
cal to the Government. The price on the “Smiley” proposal at that 
time was $39.75 and through negotiation it was subsequently reduced 
to $36.62. 

Prior to the actual issuance of a contract to Century Industries 
Corp., such Air Force installations as Los Angeles Procurement Dis- 
trict, the San Bernardino Air Materiel Area, the Procurement Sec- 
tion of the Air Materiel Command in Dayton, Ohio, each as an inde- 
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pendent team of Air Force operations, repeatedly checked, rechecked 
and X-rayed the itemized component costs to positively ascertain the 
ability of Century Industries Corp. to deliver on a rocket launcher 
contract for the Air Force. In the interim, several Air Force survey 
teams visited Century Industries Corp.’s plant in San Pedro, Calif., 
to make their own evaluated analysis. 

During this precontract negotiation period, personnel from Century 
Industries Corp., at the request of the Air Materiel Command, upon 
several occasions visited Headquarters, Air Materiel Command in 
Dayton to discuss contractual and technical aspects of the rocket 
launcher. 

Century Industries was impressed at all times with the intensity 
with which the Air Force conducted its negotiations. They made 
a most exhaustive and detailed investigation of our facilities, engi- 
neering staff, and financial responsibility. We were questioned ex- 
haustively regarding each item in our cost breakdown as well as all 
other determinable cost factors. 

It took from March to the middle of July to reach a price agree- 
ment with the Air Force. At this time I want to emphasize that 
we held numerous conferences during the negotiations, with as many 
as 17 people sitting in on a single conference. It took another 314 
months to settle the technical and legal aspects of the proposed con- 
tract. All during this period a highly trained basic organization was 
kept intact by Century Industries Corp. as preparation for produc- 
tion of the rocket launchers. The contracts were first received on 
September 16, 1954, and finally returned fully executed on October 
26, 1954. 

In all modesty, we believe the Air Force made a wise decision in 
buying our alternative item, the “Smiley.” They are receiving a 
superior launcher as evidenced by a confidential Air Force evaluation 
report which is available to this committee. They are paying a lesser 
price than originally contemplated for the MA-1 type or any other 
launcher in production or on procurement order at that time. They 
are receiving delivery on schedule and much sooner than any other 
source could have produced this urgently needed defense item. 

I have here also, gentlemen, a telegram which was, as a result of 
the first item production tests conducted by the Air Force Quality 
Control Section and their technical divisions. This caused them to 
take 10 individual launchers from our production line and submit— 
and to test them for their ability to withstand heat, cold, rain, through 
the various vibration tests, as prescribed by the Military Specification 
5272—A, and then cycled in a humidity chamber, and then from there 
taken and fired after being put through these tests. And this tele- 
gram which I have here is a report of which we received a copy from 
the testing of NOTS-China Lake, at Inyokern, that the 10 MA-3 
type seven-round 

Mr. Courtnry. Mr. Babbitt, please let me interrupt for just one 
moment. 

Mr. Chairman, the subcommittee requested from the Air Force 
the document to which Mr. Babbitt has referred. It arrived marked 
with the word “Confidential”. 

Mr. Héserr. Which document are you referring to? 
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Mr. Bassirr. It is not marked “Confidential”, sir. 
Mr. Héserr. I am asking now, Mr. Babbitt, for Mr. Courtney to 
clear the record as to which document he refers to. 

Mr. Courtney. The evaluation statement. 

Mr. Bassrrr. Oh, I see. 

Mr. Courtney. To which Mr. Babbitt referred in the course of his 
remarks. 

It was returned, in accordance with the subcommittee rules, because 
it was not identified and marked as required by the President’s direc- 
tive No. 10501 as to classification. 

Under the subcommittee rules, the Air Force was advised that the 
committee would not receive material with similated classification 
markings, that is all. 

Mr. Hésert. All right, Mr. Babbitt. 

Mr. Bazsirr. There is no classification 

Mr. Héserr. We are not referring to that document. 

Mr. Courtney. No. 

Mr. Héperr. We are referring to the document to which you referred 
in your statement. 

Mr. Baspirr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Héperr. As a confidential evaluation report of the Air Force. 

Mr. Courtney. That is right. 

Mr. Hézert. In connection with which Mr. Courtney stated it was 
given to the committee but returned by the committee because it did 
not meet the requirements of the presidential order for classified 
material. 

Mr. Bassirr. This telegram was sent March 11, 1955: 

Ten MA8 type seven round 2.75-inch FFAR launchers received by writer this 
date from Century Industries Corp. for firing tests in accordance with provi- 
sions of MA3 production specification. Launchers grouped into 5 pairs each pair 
having been subjected to humidity tests for 1 of following periods: 1 day, 3 days, 
6 days, 10 days or 16 days. All 10 launchers also subjected to the following 
environmental test in accordance with MIL—E-5272A: heat procedure 1, cold 
procedure 1, rain procedure 1, vibration procedure 1, and structural load tests 
prior to firing at NOTS. Each launcher fired seven rounds with no difficulties. 
All launchers were capable of additional firings provided new contacts installed 
with the probable exception of 1 launcher which had been subjected to 1 day 
humidity test. This launcher had considerable fraying of tube interiors. How- 
ever, structural integrity was not impaired. Launchers subjected to 16 days 
humidity were the best of the group after firing. Most launchers evidenced some 
degree of external peeling of paint and plastic coating and some erosion of in- 
ternal coating. Due to excellent performance of these 10 samples, it is recom- 
mended that the terms of MA8 production exhibit be considered complied with 
by contractor insofar as requirements for firing first 10 quality control samples. 

MAJOR SCHELLER, 
AFDFR NOTS. 

Mr. Reisman. Mr. Courtney, that is the prepared statement. 

Mr. Courtney. Very good. 

Mr. Reisman, would you mind handing those documents to the re- 
porter for comparison with his notes? He will return them to you 
after he has checked his notes. 

Mr. Reisman. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Baspsrrr. (Hands. ) 

Mr. Courtney. Mr. Chairman, now as I understand the situation, 
then, Mr. Babbitt, Century Industries was created solely for the pur- 
pose of manufacturing rockets, rocket launchers? 
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Mr. Bassrrr. Rocket launchers and other items. 

Mr. Courrney. And when was that company formed ? 

Mr. Bassirr. The original concept of the company was formed in 
1952 and reorganized again in April of 1953. 

Mr. Courtney. And at some time or other a portion of its stock was 
owned by an organization known as Century Engineers ? 

Mr. Retsman. Mr. Courtney, at no time did Century Engineers 
actually own its stock, until just prior to the sale of the stock, when 
the stock was issued merely for the purpose of transfer. They had a 
right to purchase it, but they didn’t. 

Mr. Courtney. Well, in any event, in 1952, at the time your com- 
pany was formed, there was some contractual arrangement or agree- 
ment between your company and Century Engineers, Inc., isn’t that 
correct ¢ 

Mr. Reisman. That is correct. 

Mr. Courrnry. Now, you tell us what that arrangement was. 

Mr. Bassrrr. In 1952 the arrangement was that Century Engineers, 
of which I had been a part and a stockholder 

Mr. Courrney. You personally were a stockholder in Century 
Engineers ¢ 

Mr. Baserrr. I personally was a stockholder in Century Engineers 
and working with Century Engineers. The items created by our 
research and development would be manufactured by us, since in the 
history we had keyed off production contracts to a great amount. 

Mr. Courrney. I am a little confused with the “we’s.” Now, who 
developed the rocket launcher, which company ? 

Mr. Bassrrr. The AERO X-6A was developed by Century Engi- 
neers. 

Mr. Courtney. That is the first or what we will call the prototype? 

Mr. Bassrrr. That is right, experimental and prototype models. 

Mr. Courtney. Then at some point or other the Navy Department 
entered into production contracts ; is that correct ? 

Mr. Baserrr. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Courrnry. And was it at that point that Century Industries 
was formed ¢ 

Mr. Bassirr. No, sir. Century Industries was formed prior to that, 
in anticipation of production contracts, both in rocket launchers and 
in other related fields in defense items. 

Mr. Courrney. And that was 1952? 

Mr. Baneirr. 1952. 

Mr. Courtney. Mr. Hess just asked the question : Century Engineers 
had been organized for some time prior ? 

Mr. Bassrrr. Oh, yes, at least 3 years prior. 

Mr. Courrney. About 3 years prior to the—— 

Mr. Bassrrr. To the first organization of Century Industries. 

Mr. Courtney. That is right. And your first affiliation, then, you 
personally, was with Century Engineers ? 

Mr. Basperrr. Engineers. 

Mr. Courrney. And then you transferred, did you, at some time 
to Century Industries ? 
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Mr. Bassrrr. Yes. We had agreed that I would head up the pro- 
duction unit. 

Mr. Courtney. So then the production contract was on the rocket 
launcher developed by Century Engineers, the X-6? 

Mr. Bapsirr. 6A. 

Mr. Courtney. 6A was to be actually manufactured by the com- 
pany which you now head ? 

Mr. Bassrrr. That is right. 

Mr. Courrney. That is Century Industries? 

Mr. Bassirr. Industries. 

Mr. Courrnery. And is there any relationship whatsoever now by 
agreement, financial or otherwise, between Century Engineers and 
Century Industries? 

Mr. Baxnsirr. None whatsoever. 

Mr. Courtney. When were the contractual relations terminated ? 

Mr. Reisman. In July of 1954. 

Mr. Courtney. So that from July 1954 you are two wholly separate 
and distinct corporations ? 

Mr. Retsman. That is correct. 

Mr. Courtney. Operating 

Mr. Basesrrr. There had been negotiations going on since Decem- 
ber of 1953. 

Mr. Reisman. Actually, they had effectively withdrawn from any 
participation in the company for many months prior to July 1954, 
but the final documents were signed in July of 1954. 

Mr. Courrney. Then within that period of 4 months the whole 
transaction was consummated, and in July you finally separated 
legally ? 

Mr. Retsman. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. July of 754. 

Mr. Kuun. But you had a novation agreement extending to Feb- 
ruary of 55, is that correct ? 

Mr. Bassirr. No, sir. 

Mr. Reisman. I don’t understand what you are talking about, Mr. 
Kuhn. 

Mr. Kun. Well, when you received or when Century Engineers 
received a production contract for 5,000 of the AERO 6A’s, that 
production contract was transferred to you in the early part of 1953 
by a novation agreement, the terms of which stated that you would 
engage in the production and they would turn all production con- 
tracts over to you 

Mr. Baxsrrr. No, absolutely 

Mr. Kunn. There was no such agreement ? 

Mr. Reisman. Just a minute. Let’s get it straight. 

Mr. Kunn. All right, you tell us. 

Mr. Reisman. Well, the original production contract for 5,000 units 
was executed between the Navy and Century Engineers. Thereafter 
that agreement was transferred by novation and with the consent of 
the Navy to Century Industries Corp., and Centuries Industries Corp. 
performed the contract. 

Mr. Kunn. And how long did that novation agreement extend ? 
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Mr. Reisman. Well, once the novation agreement was executed, 
that ended the novation. Century Industries Corp. was then the con- 
tracting party with the Navy. 

Mr. Kunn. Well, did you agree to refrain from research and de- 
velopment, with certain exceptions, during that period, to February 
1, 1955? 

Mr. Reisman. You are now talking about a different agreement en- 
tirely, Mr. Kuhn. 

Mr. Courrnry. You straighten us out. 

Mr. RetsMan. Well, the novation agreement that I was talking about 
was an agreement between Century Engineers, the Navy and Century 
Industries, as I recall it, and it merely said that Century Industries 
Corp. would assume the production contract that had been previously 
awarded to Century Engineers. And that was the sum and substance 
of that agreement. 

Mr. Kunmn. There is no time set on that agreement ? 

Mr. Rersman. Well, we assumed the production contract and we 
had to perform under the terms of the contract with the Navy, which 
we did. 

Mr. Hézerr. May I inquire there, in order to clarify the record—or 
certainly in my own mind. 

You are now directing your inquiry, Mr. Kuhn, to the contract 
which was referred to yesterday, the 120,000 units which were di- 
vided 

Mr. Courtney. No, the first 5,000. 

Mr. Héperr. One second. Let me finish my question so we can 
understand what we are talking about. I am asking whether it re- 
fers to the 120,000 units which were divided equally, 40,000 each, to 
Spra-Con, Radiant & Century Engineers. 

Mr. Courtngry. Century Industries. 

Mr. Hésterr. Century Industries. You are referring to that? 

Mr. Kunn. That would be included in part—or during that period 
to which we refer; that is correct. 

Mr. Hésert. Then we are speaking about the same production 
order ? 

Mr. Kuun. But the novation agreement grew out of the 5,000 pro- 
duction contract prior to that. 

Mr. Reisman. Mr. Chairman, may I answer your question? 

I think Mr. Kuhn is still confused. 

The novation agreement dealt with the original 5,000-unit produc- 
tion contract which was awarded—which was known as contract No. 
520-F, which was awarded by the Navy to Century Engineers. That 
contract, No. 520-F, for 5,000 units, was assigned through novation, 
with the consent of the Navy, to Century Industries Corp., who under- 
took and fulfilled the contract. 

Mr. Héperr. Now, that 5,000 is part of the 40,000? 

Mr. Reisman. It had nothing to do withit. 

Mr. Héverr. Then we are not talking about the 120,000? 

Mr. ReisMAN. That is correct. 
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Mr. H&sert. That is what I wanted to get straight. We are talking 
about an entirely different contract. 

Mr. Reisman. We are talking about the first production contract 
for 5,000 units. 

Mr. H&sert. Which predated the production contract of 120,000 
units. 

Mr. Bassirr. That is right. 

Mr. Hésert. Which was equally divided among the three companies 
to which I have referred ? 

Mr. Reisman. That is correct. 

Mr. Hess. Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Heperr. Mr. Hess. 

Mr. Hess. Am I correct in this: There were three manufacturing 
firms ¢ 

Mr. RetsMAN. That is correct. 

Mr. Hess. Then there was a 5,000 contract and then there was a 
40,000 contract that was given to you? 

Mr. Bassitr. That is correct. 

Mr. Hersert. There was a 40,000 contract given to Century Indus- 
tries, which was part of the 120,000-unit contract. 

Mr. Hess. That is right. 

Mr. He&serr. Divided equally among three manufacturers. 

Mr. Hess. That is right. The 5,000 contract was given to Century 
Engineers. 

Mr. Bassirr. Yes. 

Mr. Hess. The 5,000 contract with Century Engineers, which was 
subsequently transferred to Century Industries? 

Mr. Bassirr. Yes. But I would like to bring in one point there, 
that during the negotiations for the 5,000 contract it was brought 
to the attention of the Navy that Century Industries was going to be 
the manufacturing entity and in fact as part of the 5,000-unit contract 
and the production for 5,000, an additional contract was issued which 
was known as 53-110-C, a facility contract, which was issued directly 
to Century Industries Corp. for the performance of those 5,000 units. 

Mr. Heserr. All right, continue. 

Mr. Courtney. You have such an agreement as this with Century 
Engineers, that insofar as Century Engineers “has any rights not 
previously granted to the Government relating to the rocket launcher 
designated by the United States Air Force as ECARL 7-round rocket 
launcher, such rights are exclusively vested in Century Industries”? 
Do you have such an agreement ? 

Mr. Retsman. I believe that may be a portion of the final agree- 
ment between the two companies. And I would like to point out that 
the reason for that provision being inserted in the agreement is that 
at that time we were in negotiation with the Air Force with respect 
to either manufacturing or bidding on this rocket launcher—— 

Mr. Baserrr. Manufacturing. We had already bid. 

Mr. Reisman. Manufacturing this rocket launcher, or the substi- 
tute “Smiley,” or the alternate, and we had been informed that Cen- 
tury Engineers had advised the Air Force that they claimed some 
proprietary rights in that rocket launcher. Therefore, in our final 
contract negotiations with them we requested this clause in the agree- 
ment so that we in turn could assign that if requested by the Air 
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Force—could assign it to the Air Force. That is the reason for that 
provision in the agreement. 

Mr. Courtney. The answer, then, is you do have such an agree- 
ment ? 

Mr. Reisman. That is correct. 

Mr. Bassitr. Dated July 1954. 

Mr. Courtney. Between ? 

Mr. Bassitr. Century Industries and Century Engineers. 

Mr. Courtney. All right. Now, do you have an agreement between 
your company and Century Engineers that the Engineers will not 
bid on nor assist other firms in preparation of bids on or production 
under contracts calling for production items in the rocket launcher 
field for the period ending February 1, 1955? 

Mr. Retsman. That was a portion of the agreement, and we at the 
same time agreed not to engage in the engineering phase, research and 
engineering phase, of the rocket launcher program. 

Mr. Courtney. The answer, then 

Mr. RetsmAn. For other companies. 

Mr. Courtney. The answer, dicin, is “Yes”? 

Mr. Reisman. The point, Mr. Courtney, so we understand each 
other, is that at that time there was a severance in the relationships 
between the two corporations. Originally it was proposed that Cen- 
tury Engineers would do the engineering and Century Industries 
would do the production. There was a termination of that relation- 
ship, and we wanted to avoid each other’s sphere of operations. 

Mr. Courtney. I just wanted to clarify that. 

Now, the next question, I think, will clarify it. 

Do you have such an agreement as this: 





Century Industries Corp. has agreed that for the same period of ‘ime it will 
not, with certain exceptions, accept any contract calling for research and de- 
velopment in the rocket launcher field. 

Mr. Retsman. That is correct. That is just what I stated. 

Mr. Courrney. That is right. 

Mr. Retsman, And we have complied with that agreement. 

Mr. Courtney. You do have such an agreement ? 

Mr. Retsman. Yes. 

Mr. Courtney. That is all we want to know. 

Mr. Reisman. Although the agreement now has expired. 

Mr. Courtney. February 1, 1955? 

Mr. Retsman. Yes. So we don’t actually have such an agreement. 
It has expired. 

Mr. Courtnry. You had such an agreement. 

Did you during the same period have such an agreement as this: 

Subject to any applicable Government regulations, that Century Engineers 
would deliver to Century Industries Corp. all requests for proposals which we 
receive relating to contracts for production items in the rocket-launcher field 
and to keep Century Industries Corp. advised of certain research and develop- 
ment programs conducted by Century Engineers during that period in the 
rocket launcher field. 

Mr. Retsman. Yes; and likewise the same statement is true that 
Century Industries agreed to turn over to Century Engineers all 
requests they had received for research and development proposals 
in the rocket-launcher field. In other words, we were trying to keep 
the two spheres of operstion of the companies distinct. We were 
going to do production and they were going to do engineering. 
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Mr. Courtney. The answer, then, is “Yes,” your companies did 
have such an agreement ? 

Mr. Reisman. And it has now expired. 

Mr. Courtney. Which expired on February 1, 1955; is that correct? 

Mr. Baspirr. And started in July 1954. 

Mr. Courtney. That is right. 

Mr. He&verr. May I again try to clarify something for the com- 
mittee ¢ 

When Century Industries made this agreement with Century Engi- 
neers at the time that Century Industries took over the production 
of the rockets, an agreement was entered into that Century Industries 
would not conduct the research and development program ¢ 

Mr. Reisman. No, no, Mr. Chairman. The initial contract dealing 
with the relationship between the 2 companies stated that the purpose 
of the agreement between the 2 companies was as follows: That the 
engineering company would do research and development and would 
develop items and that any proprietary items that developed the 
manufacturing company would have the right to manufacture. This 
agreement was sometime in April of 1953. When we finally severed 
relationships between the 2 companies, in July of 1954, we then entered 
into the agreement that Mr. Courtney has been questioning about, 
and that agreement provided for a period of 6 months from the date 
of the execution of the agreement. Century Industries would devote 
itself exclusively to production and Century Engineers would devote 
itself to engineering, and thereafter, following the 6-month period, 
all relationships were terminated and each company was free to do 
as they pleased. 

Mr. Heéserr. Now, which of the two developed the “Smiley”? 

Mr. Reisman. What is that? 

Mr. Héserr. Which of the two companies developed the “Smiley” ? 

Mr. Reisman. Century Industries Corp., acting solely by itself. 

Mr. Heéverr. Prior to the agreement of April 1954? 

Mr. Bansrrr. That is right. 

Mr. Reisman. That is right. 

Mr. Heserr. Prior to the agreement of April 1954? 

Mr. Baperrr. That is correct. 

Mr. Heéserr. So, in other words, the “Smiley” had been developed 
when you entered into the agreement with Century Engineers that the 
Century Engineers would do the research and development ? 

Mr. Bassirr. No. 

Mr. Retss1an. No; that isn’t correct. 

Mr. Basrirr. This is the commercial aspect of the functions of the 
two companies. It said that Century Industries would not accept 
contracts from any of the services or anybody else for any engineering 
work per se, and that Century Engineers would not accept production 
contracts in the same manner, but any engineering or research work 
we did within ourselves for our own proprietary items had nothing 
to do with the agreement. 

Now, I would like to state this, if I may: That in January of 1954 
it had come to our attention that Century Engineers was engaging 
in certain production activities and accepting bids or preparing bids 
for production units, which we had no knowledge of at the time. 

Mr. Hess. That was prior to your agreement, then? 

Mr. Reisman. No; that was subsequent. 


es did 
orrect 2 


e com- 


' Engi- 
luction 
ustries 


lealing 
urpose 
rat the 
would 
ed the 
This 
severed 
sntered 
about, 
he date 
devote 
devote 
period, 
» to do 
P99 
niley” 2 
lf. 4 


veloped 
hat the 


; of the 
accept 
neering 
duction 
h work 
1othing 


of 1954 
gaging 
ng bids 
ne. 





2 eS ime de 








~ 


AIR FORCE PROCUREMENT OF ROCKET LAUNCHERS 571 


Mr. Baseirr. No. Wait a minute. 

Mr. Hess. If it was January 1954, it was prior. 

Mr. Reisman. Well, Mr. Hess, the original agreement between the 
two companies contemplated that the production unit would be Cen- 
tury Industries and the engineering unit would be Century Engineers. 
That was in April of 1953. 

Mr. Hess. 1953. 

Mr. Reisman. Yes, sir. And that arrangement was finally termi- 
nated in July of 1954. 

Mr. Héserr. All right, continue, Mr. Courtney. 

Mr. Courrney. Mr. Babbitt, in your prepared statement you stated 
that at some point—in February 1954, February 26, to be precise 

Mr. Bassrrr. That is right. 

Mr. Courtney. The Air Force had requested your company for a 
proposal on the MA~1 rocket launcher. 

Mr. Baspsrrr. That is right. 

Mr. Courtney. Units of 50,000 to 100,000. Now, you stated at 
that time your company bid $54 and that a competing company 
bid $75. 

Now, do you know who the competing company was? 

Mr. Bassrrr. I am trying to follow it. 

Mr. Courtney. Page 3, bottom of the page. 

Mr. Bassirr. We understood that Century Engineers had bid the 
unit, had submitted a bid for this unit, and it was approximately 
$75. 

Mr. Courrney. Did you get that information from the Air Force? 

Mr. Bassirr. No; we just—it was a matter of scuttlebutt, as you 
would call it. 

Mr. Courrney. Did you know of any other companies bidding on 
this MA-1 procurement at the time? Did it come to your attention ? 

Mr. Bassirr. No. I know that other companies had been visited 
by Air Force people, but I didn’t know whether anybody had sub- 
mitted—I didn’t know how many people had received the proposal 
or how many had bid, sent in a bid. 

Mr. Courtney. How did the knowledge of this proposed procure- 
ment of the MA~1 come to your attention ? 

Mr. Bapsprrr. We received a letter. 

Mr. Courtney. Requesting ? 

Mr. Bassrrr. Requesting a proposal. 

Mr. Courtney. So it was not an invitation for bid, as we under- 
stand it? 

Mr. Basprrr. No. It was an invitation for a proposal, and then 
asking that our bid (a) be 50,000 units, and bid (b) be 100,000 units. 

Mr. Courrnry. And you responded to that request ? 

Mr. Bassirr. Yes, with a 

Mr. Courtney. With a bid of approximately $54? 

Mr. Bappirt. $54 on the 100,000 units and $58 on the 50,000 units, 
and an alternate proposal offering our model 3, known as “Smiley.” 

Mr. Courtney. Mr. Babbitt, did you, or did your company, I should 
say, at this point commence or had you commenced development of 
the MA-3 to which reference has been made? 

Mr. Bassrrr. We had started that in November of 1953. 

Mr. Courtney. 1953? 

Mr. Bassirr. That is right, sir. 

61291—55——_4 
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Mr. Courtney. So when this proposal came to you in February 
on the MA-~1, had you started development on the MA-3? 

Mr. Bassrrr. Yes, we had, in fact, tested some prior to that. 

Mr. Courtney. Now, over how long a period did you conduct your 
negotiations with the Air Force on the proposal for the 50,000 and 
the 100,000 units, and with whom did you conduct the negotiations ? 

Mr. Bassrrr. The original invitation came from a Mr. Beck, Robert 
Beck, I believe. 

Mr. Courtney. He is a civilian employee of the Air Force? 

Mr. Bazeirr. A civilian employee of the Air Force. 

Mr. Courtney. You mean the original letter was signed by him? 

Mr. Banerrr. Signed by him, and we had visited the Air Force 
prior to that in reference to seeking contracts and putting our name 
on the list to be able to bid on various things that came up. 

Mr. Courtney. The first official request for a proposal was the one 
of February to which we have just been referring ? 

Mr. Baspirr. There had been previous talks with the people in the 
laboratories and with Mr. Beck when we heard that there was a con- — 
templation of a bid or a request for bid or proposal, whichever it 
might be. 

Mr. Courrnry. Now, who represented your company, specifically, 
in these negotiations and in these inquiries at the Air Force Head- 
quarters ? 

Mr. Baserrr. I did; Mr. Durley 

Mr. Courtney. What is his first name? 

Mr. Bagerrr. Earl P.—Preston—Durley, Jr. 

Mr. Courtney. And how long has he been connected with Century 
Industries ? 

Mr. Bagsrrr. He has been connected with Century Industries, on 
the payroll since January 1, 1954, but we had discussed his employ- 
ment with him in October of 1953. 

Mr. Courrney. And what was his business prior to coming with 
you? 

Mr. Baserrr. He had been with, I think, a company by the name of 
Columbia Metals Co., as sales manager. 

Mr. Courtney. Had he at any time been identified with the Air 
Force ? 

b Mr. Bassirr. No. He had been a pilot during World War II, 
ut 

Mr. Courrnry. Beyond that, he had no connection ? 

Mr. Bassrrr. Beyond that, he had no identification with the Air 
Force as an employee. 

Mr. Courtney. Then Mr. Durley, yourself, and anyone else? 

Mr. Baserrr. Mr. Reisman, P. Wain 

Mr. Courtney. Mr. Reisman, of course, is here. 

Mr. Baspirr. Yes, and Mr. Wain is the secretary-treasurer of our 
corporation. 

Mr. Courtney. What is his first name? 

Mr. Baserrr. Philip. 

Mr. Courtney. Philip Wain. And has he been continuously the 
secretary of the company ? } 

Mr. Bansrrr. Yes. 

Mr. Courtney. Now, anyone else? 
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ruary Mr. Bassrrr. Mr. Neal. 

Mr. Courtney. His first name? 
it. Mr. Bapsitr. Harry. He is our comptroller. 
your Mr. Courtney. Has he been continuously connected with the com- 
) and pany ¢ 
ions ¢ Mr. Baserrr. Yes—well, since August of 1953. 
obert Mr. Courtney. Now, were either Mr. Wain or Mr. Neal ever con- 

nected with the Air Force in any capacity ? 

Mr. Bassirr. No, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. Now, you were requested to furnish a proposal in 
him ? ) February 1954, on the MA-~1, did you receive a set of specifications 
Force of the MA-1? 
name Mr. Baspirr. No. We were shown a set of drawings. 

Mr. Courrney. Well, precisely what were you asked to propose 
e one upon, specification, drawings, or what ? 

Mr. Bassrrr. Well, we were asked to propose upon our knowledge 
n the of the MA-~1, and the item we had seen, I think, in one of the labora- 
. con- | tories, and a composite drawing of the MA~1. 
ver it 4 Mr. Courrnry. Now, one question: With reference to the time in 

February when you received the invitation for proposal, when did 
cally, you actually put in your bid? 
Tead- Mr. Bapprrr. I believe it was between March 19 and March 23. 
: Mr. Courrney. In other words, in the following month of March? 
Mr. Bassrrr. That is right. 

Mr. Courtney. You put in your first proposal. 

Now, at that time did you propose an alternate, the MA-3? 
ntury Mr. Bapsrrr. At the same time. 

: May 1 say this? In January I had asked whether I could deliver 
4s, On some test samples to the WADC on our 
ploy- Mr. Courrney. What is that? 

{ Mr. Bapstrr. That is the Development Command. 
with : Mr. Courrney. Wright Air Development Command ? 

Mr. Barsrrr. On our “Smiley”, model 3, for testing purposes, and 

me of . they said if I would deliver them in February sometime, they said they 
would be glad to test them. 

e Air Mr. Courtney. So we may be clear, the negotiations that you have 
spoken of here in your testimony, and about which I have inquired on, 

wr II, occurred at Dayton, Ohio? 

Mr. Basprrr. Dayton, Ohio, and with the local people at San 

Pedro. 
e Air Mr. Courtney. San Pedro? 
Mr. Bassirr. San Pedro, San Bernardino, and Los Angeles. 
: Mr. Courtney. Did any negotiations occur in Washington ? 
Mr. Baspirr. I don’t believe so. I don’t know of any. I don’t re- 
member of any negotiations in Washington. 
f our ! Mr. Courrney. In other words, you don’t remember of any trans- 
> actions in Washington ? 
' Mr. Bassrrr. Transactions relative to— 
Mr. Courtney. Relative to this proposal on the MA-1 and on the 
v the MA-3? 








Mr. Bassrrr. That is right. 
Mr. Héserr. Mr. Courtney, may I attempt to clear up another 
matter here? 
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The committee then understands that the Air Force asked for bids 
on the MA-1, which was the original rocket launcher ¢ 

Mr. Bassrrr. Which was a modification. 

Mr. H&serr. Well, a modification of the original launcher. 

Mr. Basprrr. Of the AERO 6A. 

Mr. Hésertr. The one manufactured for the Navy. 

Mr. Bassirr. That is correct. 

Mr. Hé&serr. That was that 120,000-unit contract to which we 
referred ? 

Mr. Retsman. That is correct. 

Mr. He&serr. Then the Air Force came in and asked for bids on 
the MA-1, which we will call the original launcher for the purpose 
of identification, and you then countered with a proposal to substitute 
the MA-3, which we shall call the “Smiley” for purposes of identi- 
fication ? 

Mr. Reisman. That is correct. And we also bid 

Mr. Bapsrrr. Bid the MA-1. 

Mr. Hénerr. You bid the MA-1, 

Mr. Baserrr. And offered an alternate proposal of the MA-3. 

Mr. Héserr. An alternate proposal to use the “Smiley.” 

Mr. Reisman. That is correct. 

Mr. Hess. One question. 

Had it been tested by the Air Force at that time, the MA-3? 

Mr. Baserrr. In March, sir? 

Mr. Hess. No, at the time that you made an alternate bid. 

Mr. Bassirr. Yes. 

Mr. Hess. It had been tested by the Air Force ? 

Mr. Bassrrr. Eight experimental units had been tested by the 
Air Force. 

Mr. Héserr. Prior to the request for bids on the MA-1? 

Mr. Bassrrr. No, sir. 

Mr. Héserr. It was only after the MA-1 bids were requested that 
you offered the alternate of the MA-3? 

Mr. Bassrrr. No, sir. We offered the alternate of the M—we 
offered the MA-3 in January of 1954, sir. We received a request for 
proposal on the MA-1 in ee of 1954. And the tests were 
being conducted during the month of February. And when we turned 
our bid in March of 1954, we at that time bid the MA-1 and offered 
the alternate. 

Mr. Heéserr. Now, I want to get the characteristics of the two 
rocket launchers. The MA-1 is the original 120,000, which is a 
package rocket launcher which can carry the rocket or the load, as 
they call it, or the store, rather ? 

Mr. Reisman. I don’t understand what you mean by the original 
120,000, 

Mr. Héperr. Well, we are talking about an original order which 
your company had, of the first 5,000, of which you had the prototype, 
and subsequently developed into the placing of order by the Navy for 
120,000 units, divided equally between three companies, one of which 
was your company. 

Mr. Retsman. That is correct. 

Mr. Heéserr. That is correct. 

Mr. Kuun. I think I can clear that up, then, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Héperr. All right. 
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Mr. Kuun. The original prototype is the MA-1. 

Mr. Héperr. Yes. 

Mr. Kunn. The Navy went Bie that to the modification. This 

ras never produced. ‘This was an experimental model. They went 
beh that to this rdieaeluig]; which is the AERO 6A, which was 
produced in quantity. So this MA-1 was never produced in quantity, 
but a modification of that, which is the 

Mr. Héserr. That is the 120,000 to which we refer. 

Mr. Kuun. Yes, this one | indicating}. 

Mr. Heésert. And that one is the one which can be used as a single- 
package unit, carrying the rockets in the launcher, to be shipped, I 
mean, as a shipment. 

Mr. Kunn. Not as it was idee’. 

Mr. Hésert. No. I don’t care how it was designed. I am talking 
about what was actually manufactured and delivered. The 120,000 
units. Is that one which can carry the stores? 

Mr. Kuun. That is correct. 

Mr. Heésert. In a package? 

Mr. Kuuwn. That is correct. And this was produced in quantity. 

Mr. Hépserr. That is the one to which we are referring. I am not 
interested in the one that was not produced. I am interested in the 
one that was produced, the one that can carry the stores for shipment 
in one package. 

Mr. Kunn. That is correct. 

Mr. He&perr. All right. 

Now, your “Smiley” can that carry the stores for shipment in a 
single package? 

Mr. Bassrrr. Yes, it can. 

Mr. Héperr. It can carry it in one package ? 

Mr. Bassrrr. Yes. 

Mr. Harpy. It can serve as a shipping container for rockets? 

Mr. Bassirr. Yes. 

Mr. Héperr. Well, we were told yesterday by the Navy—I think it 
was the Navy that testified—— 

Mr. Hess. Yes. 

Mr. Héserr. That the other launcher could not be carried as a pack- 
age. Now, which is right? - s get the thing straight. 

“Mr. Bassrrr. W ell, ‘it can. I don’t know what the Navy said, sir. 
I wasn’t present. 

Mr. Kuun. Colonel Soukup, can you answer that ? 

Colonel Souxur. May I have Mr. Balch answer that for me? 

Mr. Héserr. Have somebody answer it who can answer it. 

Mr. Kuun. Allright, Mr. Balch. 

Mr. Héserr. Give your name to the reporter. 

Mr. Batcn. John Balch, Wright Air Development Center. 

Mr. Courrney. Mr. Balch testified yesterday. 

Mr. Baucu. The first launcher, of which 5,000 were procured, was 
this item here, AERO X-6A. It was not designed originally as a 
combination package shipper and launcher, a minimum weight 
launcher, you might say. The Navy went from this design to this 
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design, with a thicker shell [indicating], designed to be a shipping 
container as well as a launcher. The Air Force does not have a basic 
requirement to ship rockets in its launchers because we also use our 
rockets in aircraft which already have built-in, reusable launchers, 
interceptor aircraft. Soa part of our rockets are used from launchers 
like this and part of our rockets are used on interceptors which have 
their own launchers. Therefore, to ship rockets in a combination ship- 
ping container and launcher and throwing the thing away when it 
gets to the interceptor and using the rockets in that plane would be 
quite a waste. 

Mr. Héserr. Well, of course we then get back to the same discussion 
which we had on yesterday concerning the standardization of the two 
Jaunchers. 

Mr. Batcn. Yes, sir. The basic philosophy and the technical re- 
quirements, however, are enough of a difference to lead us to a develop- 
ment of an item which is a minimum-weight launcher rather than a 
heavier launcher, which also can be used as a shipping container. 

It is possible, by putting an overpack on this launcher, to ship 
rockets in it. 

Mr. Courtney. That isthe MA-3 you are talking of. 

Mr. Batcu. The MA-38, “Smiley.” 

Mr. Héperr. It is possible to ship ? 

Mr. Batcu. It is possible. It is not now an Air Force requirement, 
however. 

Mr. Hénerr. It is so designed. 

Mr. Batcu. Does that clear it up / 

May I answer any more questions ? 

Mr. Heéserr. It clears it up as much as you can clear confusion up. 
{ Laughter. | 

Colonel Souxur. May I try to elaborate on that, Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Hesert. Yes, certainly. 

Give you name to the reporter. 

Mr. Covurrney. It is Colonel Soukup. 

Colonel SouKur. Colonel Soukup. 

Mr. Courtney. He testified on yesterday. 

Mr. Heperr. You testified on yesterday, Colonel ? 

Colonel Souxup. Yes, sir. 

The Air Force has two aircraft involved that use the 2.75 rocket. 
One is an interceptor which is used in air defense in this country 
primarily and the other is a tactical bomber. The interceptor fires 
rockets air to air against a bomber which is in the air. 

The tactical bomber which uses these rockets uses them against 
a ground attack, air to ground. 

On the tactical bomber which fires air to ground, we use this ex- 
pendable launcher. 

Mr. Courtney. The MA-3. 

Colonel Souxur. The MA-3. 

In the interceptor, which fires the same rocket, 2.75 air to air, it 
does not use these expendable launchers. Its launchers are integral 
in the aircraft. They are built in permanently. 

Mr. Héserr. All right, Mr. Courtney. 

Mr. Courtney. Now, Mr. Babbitt 

Mr. Hess. John, let me clear something up. 
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Colonel 

Colonel Souxur. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hess. But there would be nothing to prevent you from ship- 
ping rockets in the “Smiley” and keeping them in there because you 
are going to use the rocket launcher at some time with rockets in it, 
are you not 

Colonel Souxup. Yes, sir. 

There is an economic of the problem that prevents us doing it this 
way. We are shipping rockets to stations which don’t use these 
launchers. 

Mr. Hess. I understand that. 

But the stations that do use the launchers, wouldn’t you save money 
by shipping them in the containers ? 

Colonel Soukur. No; we would not. 

We would waste money. 

Mr. Hess. Why? 

Colonel Souxur. Because we must then ship the launchers to the 
rocket-assembly place. 

Mr. Hess. Yes. 

Colonel Souxur. And then the launcher plus rockets shipped to the 
using organizations. 

Mr. Hess. Correct. 

Colonel Souxur. The way we have, we can ship the launcher direct 
to the using agency as well as the assembled rockets direct to the using 
agency. 

Mr. Hess. All right. 

But then you have to package your rockets at the assembling agency 
to ship them, then unpackage them again and place them in this. 

Colonel Souxur. But there is an additional transportation cost that 
must be considered also, and that is the transportation of this launcher 
to the rocket-assembly place. 

Mr. Hess. Yes; certainly. 

1 understand that. 

But it is just the same old story of shipping something from Charles- 
ton, W. Va., to San Francisco that is going to be used in Norfolk. That 
is what the armed services have been doing in many, many instances. 

Mr. Courtney. Well, in the case—Colonel, while you are on your 
feet, Mr. Chairman, may I propose this: What kind of a container 
do you ship these rockets in that are to be inserted in the air-to-air 
interceptors ? 

Mr. Baucn. I think I can answer that. 

The container is an impregnated cardboard with metal ends, stand- 
ard ammunition type container, very inexpensive. 

Mr. Courrnry. What is its cost in round figures, if you know? 

Mr. Batcu. I am not sure, sir. 

I think something on the order of a dollar and a half per rocket. 

Mr. Harpy. A dollar and a half per rocket, you think. That would 
be $10 and a half for enough rockets to fill one of these launchers. 

Mr. Héserr. Very expensive item. 
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Mr. Harpy. Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Héserr. Mr. Hardy. 

Mr. Harpy. Before you proceed, so I can be sure I understand what 
we are talking about. ‘This “Smiley” you are buying now and shipping 
directly to the point where they will be used and shipping it empty: 
You have reached that decision because of the economics involved; 
is that right 

Mr. Batcu. There is one other consideration, sir. 

This is the fact that the rockets which we use on our interceptor 
aircraft for air to air use have a different type of head and fuse than 
the type which is fired on our fighter bomber aircraft air to ground. 

Mr. Harpy. If that were the case then you wouldn’t have any trouble. 
You would be sure to put the right kind of rockets in here, and put 
the rest of them in the other kind of package. 

Mr. Hess. That is right. 

Mr. Harpy. That seems to me to point up the sense in shipping 
them in this container, if this container is adaptable to shipping 
them in it. 

Because, if you have to have a different rocket, then we are not 
involved in this interchangeability that we were talking about awhile 
ago. 

“Mr. Batcu. If we knew exac tly the proportions of the rockets which 
were going to be used that way, that is right. But this leaves us some 
flexibility in installing different types of heads on the same motors 
as the occasion demands. 

If they were shipping separately in different types of containers 
then they might be a little more difficult. 

Mr. Harpy. Do I understand the type of rocket that is launched 
from this launcher, fired from this launcher is not the same kind of 
rocket, at least doesn’t have the same kind of head ? 

Mr. Baton. That is right. 

Mr. Harpy. It would take some kind of different head than the 
rockets fired from those planes that have an integral launcher built 
into them. 

Mr. Batcn. That is correct. 

Mr. Harpy. So, now, then, because you have a different requirement 
for different shipping points. 

Mr. Heéserr. You ship them all. 

Mr. Harpy. You ship them all in the other kind of containers, ship 
these containers out empty, when actually this container will have 
to be used to fire the rocket that is built for it, and you could ship it 
right along with it. 

‘Mr. Batcu. In order to make a shipping container out of these 
MA-3 “Smiley” launcher I would estimate that either weight would 
increase between 5 and 10 pounds. 

Mr. Harpy. All right. 

Now, we are getting to something else. So then what you are saying 
is that this launcher can’t be used as a sipping container in the manner 
in which you ship it for use as a launcher ? 

Mr. Baucu. That is correct. 
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It would either have to be increased in weight by its self or installed 

in another container or an overpack, which would increase its weight. 
Mr. Harpy. Increase in weight : and increase in cost, both, I assume. 

Mr. Baucu. That is right. 

Mr. Harpy. Then let’s see what that amounts to. How much 
weight—how much would be the increase in weight ? 

Mr. Batcu. Well, the difference in weight between those two launch- 
ers right now is on the order of 5 pounds, I understand. 

Mr. Courrney. Between the Navy and the Air Force launcher. 

Mr. Batcu. Between the Navy Aero-6A package launcher. 

Mr. Courtney. And 

Mr. Baucu. And the MA-3 “Smiley.” 

Mr. Harpy. How critical is that 5-pound weight differential ? 

It depends on the number of course that are carried on the aircraft. 
If there are 8 carried, that is 40 pounds. 

Mr. Hess. A difference in price, too. 

Mr. Harpy. A difference of 5 pounds on a launcher. How much 
would be the difference in cost ? 

We are assuming now that your cost differential would also increase 
your cost to the Air Force. But now you are comparing “Smiley” 
with the M 

Mr. Bacon. Aero 6A. 

Mr. Harpy. And you said there was a 5-pound weight differential ? 

Mr. Batcu. Yes, sir; at least that much, somewhere between 5 and 
10; I am not sure, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Now, on the basis of an assumed cost of a dollar and 
a half per rocket you got $10.50 saving in shipping container 

Of course, you got 5 more pounds “of weight. I am bearing that 
in mind. But what is the comparison between the cost to the Navy 
of the Aero 6, and the cost to the Air Force of “Smiley” ? 

Mr. Batcu. Well, the cost differential is not only in weight but 
in the complexity of the parts, due to the requirements of installa- 
tion, and the features of the thing which are built into the MA- 
It is not only the weight difference that makes the cost difference. 

As you can see, the. fittings on the MA-3 launcher are not as simple 
as those other Aero 6-A, 2-point suspension. 

Mr. Harpy. I thought the Air Force was striving for simplicity. 

Mr. Baccu. It is the simplest launcher we can get on the aircraft 
which meets all our requirements. If we made a shipping container 
out of it, it would be heavier and add to its complexity. 

Mr. Héserr. You want to withdraw your comment you understood 
what they were talking about? 

Mr. Harpy. Well, Mr. Chairman, you know, I think all of us are 
given occasionally to exaggerating. | Laughter. | 

Mr. Heéserr. All right, Mr. Courtney. 

Mr. Courtney. Now, let’s refer to the negotiations. 

With whom did you finally come into agreement, with what Air 
Force nersonnel, on the $36.62 unit price for the 100,000 launchers? 

Mr. Baserrr. I think it was a Mr. King and Mr. Beck and Mr. 
Brinkman and Mr. Powell. 
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Mr. Courtney. Now, will you tell us how you came into agreement ? 
T am assuming you conducted the negotiations. 

Mr. Bassrrr. I was present, yes. 

Mr. Courtney. You were present. Was anyone else present? 

Mr. Baserrr. Mr. Durley. 

Mr. Courtney. Mr. Durley. Anyone else? 

Mr. Baserrr. Of our firm, no. 

Mr. Courtney. Just the two of you. 

Mr. Bassrrr. Yes. 

Mr. Courtney. Any other third persons present representing any 
other companies ? 

Mr. Basprrr. Not that I know of. 

Mr. Courtney. Now, tell us, if you will—of course, this occurred 
at Dayton, Ohio? 

Mr. Baserrr. Yes, it did. 

Mr. Courtney. Tell us what transpired when you finally came 
into an agreement on $36.62. What was said to you and what did you 
have to say? 

Mr. Baserrr. We had been discussing for days and possibly weeks 
correspondence of checking component cost and the estimated cost 
of the product and we had been able to reduce one overhead com- 
ponent, which was 5 percent rent consideration which we had under- 
stood at the time was going to be taken away—TI mean, we were going 
to have it waived in our lease. That brought down part of the price. 

And with other cost factors in labor and overhead, we were able 
to bring out the fact that $36.62 would be, in our opinion, a fair 
price. 

Mr. Courtney. Now then, your initial proposal on this MA-3 was? 

Mr. Baserrr. $39.75. 

Mr. Courtney. $39.75. 

Now, did you show—and this you will just answer yes or no—did 
you show these personnel in the Air Force your material costs and 
estimates and your labor costs and estimates and your other costs 
in the manufacture of this article? 

Mr. Bassirr. Yes; we submitted those with our original bid. 

Mr. Courrnry. With your original bid ? 

Mr. Bassrrr. (Nods.) 

Mr. Courtney. Did you discuss quantities with them ? 

Mr. Bagerrr. Yes. 

Mr. Courrnry. As you were coming into an agreement on the $36.62 ? 

Mr. Banprrr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Courrnry. You told them how many pounds of plastic and how 
many pounds of papier maché and other components of material 
would be in each unit ? 

Mr. Bapsrrr. We did not with those particular individuals, but their 
evaluating teams had visited the plant and checked each part in San 
Pedro. 

Mr. Courtney. And who were they and when did that evaluation 
occur ? 

Mr. Basnirr. That started sometime in the end of March and con- 
tinued through June and again in August. 

Mr. Courtney. But you did actually give them the weights of the 
material ? 
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Mr. Bassirr. Approximately—estimated weights of the plastic. 

Mr. Courtney. You discussed that ? 

Mr. Baseirr. Yes; we discussed that with a Mr. Nelson, I believe 
his name was, who was the technical representative that visited our 
plant. But I don’t believe we discussed that in detail with any of the 
people—I don’t recall discussing those particulars at that time, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. Did you discuss your manufacturing practices with 
this evaluation team ? 

Mr. Bassrrr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. As to how you actually carried these things through 
on the line? 

Mr. Bassrrr. How we expected to carry these things. 

Mr. Courrney. How you expected to? 

Mr. Bassrrr. On the line. 

Mr. Courtney. Of the MA-3? 

Mr. Baspirr. On the MA-3. 

Mr. Courtney. Did you discuss your proposals for building the 
MA-1 with this team ? 

Mr. Bassrrr. No, sir. I originally had discussed our proposal for 
bidding the MA-1 with Mr. Beck and possibly 1 or 2 others. But 
when the evaluation reports on the MA-3 came to surface, they turned 
to the MA-3. 

So—— 

Mr. Courtney. In other words, at some point in those negotiations— 
and I will ask you to fix it—instead of discussing the MA~1, you were 
discussing the MA-3; is that correct ? 

Mr. Baserrr. That is right, sometime after April 23. 

Mr. Courtney. Sometime after April ? 

Mr. Bassirr. Twenty-three. 

Mr. Courtney. And after, of course, you had put in your initial bid 
on MA-1. 

Mr. Bareirr. MA-1 and MA-3 at the same time. 


Mr. Courtney. MA-3; that is right. 
Were there any discussions after that time on the MA-1, after 
April? 


Mr. Bassrrr. I don’t recall. 
Mr. Courtney. That you recall. 
Mr. Bassrrr. I don’t recall, sir. 
Mr. Kuun. You said that there were survey teams from the Air 
Force that visited your plant early in 1954? 
Mr. Bassirr. Yes. 
Mr. Kuun. How many times did they visit your plant? 
Mr. Bazsirr. About 6 or 7 times. 
Mr. Kuun. Did they pass you for facilities and technical know- 
how ? 
Mr. Bapsirr. I believe they did. 
Mr. Kunwn. Well, eventually, but I mean on the first or second visit 
to your plant? 
Pow Bapsirr. Yes, they did. There was only a question I believe 
) 





(Confers with Mr. Reisman.) 
Mr. Kuun. The question was finances? 
Mr. Basstrr. I don’t know if the question was finances. 
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Mr. Kuun. You don’t know whether there was any question in 
their minds about your ability to perform ¢ 

Mr. Bassitr. Perform technically and 

Mr. Kuun. To manufacture 100,000 “Smileys.” 

Mr. Bassirr. We didn’t receive any indication of that. Wait a 
minute. 

(Confers with Mr. Reisman.) 

Mr. Bassirr. There was a question of finances. They asked us to 
show our financial ability to carry forward that large a contract. 
And we then had to supply them with certain credit information and 
financial information. 

But as far as the technical and production know-how, there was 
no question as far as I know. 

Mr. Kunn. No question there. What are you receiving for this 
“Smiley,” packaged and delivered ? 

Mr. Bassirr. Right now, we are receiving—$36.62. 

Mr. Kuun. That includes the packaging? 

Mr. Bassitr. That includes the packaging, which we have asked 
for additional allowance. 

Mr. Kunn. You have pending an additional allowance for 
packaging ? 

Mr. Barprrr. We have made a proposal for it, because there were 
five changes since the original contract. May I explain the reasons 
for that? 

Mr. Kuun. Surely. 

Mr. Baspitr. These changes came about because of ICC regulations 
and logistic requests by the Air Force personnel, and there was a 
series of meetings and a series of changing of drawings, which took 
it from a simple package and made it a long time stores package in a 
vapor barrier envelop as well as crate, that is closed box, with desic- 
eant and various other things that are required under a specific—I 
mean similar to a method 2-B package, which is under military 
specification. 

Mr. Retsman. This change in the packaging requirements which 
was a material change in the packaging requirements and necessitated 
a much larger expenditure of costs. 

Mr. Courtney. Well, let me see if we can clear that up. Then I 
take it—or am I correct in stating that your $36.62 proposal con- 
templated a packaging job for delivery f. o. b. wherever it was to be? 

Mr. Baperrr. Yes. 

Mr. Reisman. That is correct. 

Mr. Courrney. And that after you had gotten your contract, there 
were changes made in the type of packages which the Air Force 
would accept ? 

Mr. Bassirr. Required. 





Mr. Covurrney. That is right, or would require. 
Mr. Basrirr. Require. 
Mr. Courrney. And you now have pending a claim for additional 


cost by reason of these changes? 

Mr. Bassrrr. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Courrnery. So that the package you had originally proposed 
is not the package which is now being used ? 

Mr. Basprrr. That is right, sir. 





1 in 


it a 


is to 
‘act. 
and 


was 


this 


‘ked 
for 


vere 
sons 


ions 
is a 
ook 
in a 
S1C- 





ary 


rich 
ited 


nl 
‘on- 


be? 
ere 
orce 
mal 


sed 


AIR FORCE PROCUREMENT OF ROCKET LAUNCHERS 583 


Mr. Kunn. And what will you get for the launcher shipped now, 
do you know? 

Mr. Bassirr. We don’t know. 

Mr. Kuun. That is an uncertain quantity, but you expect it to be 
raised. 

Mr. Bassrrr. Yes. 

Mr. Courtney. Have you estimated your cost on the additional 
packaging requirements ? 

Mr. Bappsrrr. Yes. 

Mr. Courtney. And do you have it in your memory now, so that 
you could tell the committee ? 

Mr. Bapsirr. For the overseas export packaging requirements, there 
would be an additional cost of approximately $3 or $3.75, something 
like that. 

Mr. Courrney. And for the domestic shipments? 

Mr. Basprrr. That was included in our original price. 

Mr. Courtney. In other words, the domestic shipments 

Mr. Baspirr. This is additional to that price. 

Mr. Courrney. The domestic pack would still be at $36.62. 

Mr. Bapsrrr. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. For the whole component? 

Mr. Baseirr. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Courrney. And the additional requirements would be approx- 
imately $3.50 to $3.75 % 

Mr. Bapsrrr. Between $3 and $3.75, sir. 

There was only one other change where the ICC requested that we 
take the squib, electrically activated squib, which is part of the jetti- 
soning mechanism, and that was to be packed separately because of 
storage problems that the Air Force has and that was a certain por- 
tion of one of the changes. 

Mr. Courrney. How many change orders have you had since you 
were given this contract in October ? 

Mr. Bansrrr. Approximately five, sir. 

Mr. Covurrney. Did they relate to other than packaging, these 
change orders 4 

Mr. Bassrrr. Yes. 

Mr. Courrney. And to what did they relate, so we may have that 
for the record ¢ 

Mr. Bassirr. I haven’t my documents here, so I could not answer 
that. 

Mr. Courtney. All right. 

Let me ask you this: These change orders since October—have 
they affected the price of your product 4 

Mr. Bassrrr. Other than the packaging ? 

Mr. Courrnry. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bagpirr. Just one item of 3 cents. 

Mr. Courtney. And that is for what ? 

Mr. Bassrrr. That is for putting the squibs in cans and shipping 
them separately. 

Mr. Courtney. That is still packaging? 

Mr. Bappirr. Yes, packaging. 

Mr. Courrney. But I am talking about now 

Mr. Bassirr. But it came in two separate orders. 
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Mr. Courtney. I am talking now about changes in the design of 
the rocket launcher itself, the unit. How many change orders have 
you had on that and have they affected the cost. 

Mr. Bassirr. Not in the design. There has been no effect in cost ex- 
cept in the packaging. 

Mr. Courrney. In the packaging. 

Mr. Bassirr. Requirements. 

Mr. Courtney. That is right. 

Mr. Bassirr. That is right. 

Mr. Courrnry. How many Air Force teams, if you recall? Just 
give the committee some idea. 

Mr. Bassrrr. I believe there were 6 or 7. 

Mr. Courtney. Came to see you 

Mr. Bassrrr. At various times from January of 1954 through, oh, 
August, say, of 1954. 

Mr. Courtney. Now, at that time, were you engaged in perform- 
ing the Navy contract on the 40,000 units? 

Mr. Bassirr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Courrney. Were those launchers on your production line? 

Mr. Baspirr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Courrney. You have had some rejects by the Navy? 

Mr. Bassrrr. Not at that time, sir. 

Mr, Courtney. There were no rejects by the Navy at that time, at 
the time of the inspection ? 

Mr. Baxssrrr. At the time of—in March when we turned in our 
bids. 

Mr. Courrney. When did you get your first rejection by the Navy? 

Mr. Bassirr. The first written notice of rejection that we received 
Was approximately December 18, 1954. 

Mr. Courtney. Wasn’t it a fact on December 8, 1954 [addressing 
Mr. Kuhn |—let me see the letter. 

Mr. Baseitrr. The letter was dated December 8. It was forwarded 
to INSMAT, Los Angeles, who in turn forwarded it to me, that is to 
Century Industries, and it was received on December 18, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. But the Navy contract, nevertheless, regardless of 
rejects—at the time these teams were there—was in the process of 
production in your plant; is that correct ? 

Mr. Baspirt. That is at one; yes. 

Mr. Courtney. Well, specifically, this is the question. 

The Air Force teams could certainly have seen the product that 
you were manufacturing; isn’t that correct ? 

Mr. Basprrt. Oh, yes. 

Mr. Courtney. And did they see it? 

Mr. Bapsrrt. Yes. 

Mr. Courtney. Examined the lines? 

Mr. Basstrr. Yes. 

Mr. Courtnry. Examined your machinery ? 

Mr. Bassirr. Yes. 

Mr. Courtney. Let me go back a little bit and refer to the letter 
of December 18, as you say. 

I think it is December 8. 

Mr. Baxnpitr. The letter is dated December 8, sir. It was forwarded 
to INSMAT, Los Angeles, who then in turn forwarded it to us. 














n of 
have 


t ex- 


Just 


, oh, 


rm- 


A, at 
our 


vy ? 
ived 


sing 


ded 
is to 


s of 
s of 


that 


tter 


ded 





~ 


AIR FORCE PROCUREMENT OF ROCKET LAUNCHERS 5S5 


Mr. Courtney. Now, this letter makes the statement—and I am 
going to ask you about the condition of your production line at the 
time—that there were 23 lots manufactured and rejected in initial 
firing tests, or 28 percent of the total lots. 

Now, at the time these Air Force teams were in your plant, were 
any of those 23 lots in the plant? 

Mr. Bassitr. I couldn’t tell, sir. I couldn’t say. But I would 
like to say this, in reference to the 23 lots, that in initial firings some 
of these lots may have—there had been a disintegration or some mal- 
function. At the retest, there had not been any malfunction and had 
been shipped and accepted by the Navy. 

Mr. Courtney. Well, let me ask you, just to get the state of that 
contract: In December, then, of 1954. 

Mr. Bazsrrr. Yes. 

Mr. Courtney. This is going on to a different subject. 

You had had a rejection of some 3,000 units. 

Mr. Bassrrr. No, sir; we had never had a rejection, sir. 

We hadn’t received shipping instructions, but not a rejection. 

Mr. CourrneEy. But you say you didn’t have any rejections. 

Mr. Baspirr. We had had discussions and negotiations and the first 
time the word “rejection” was used in this letter of December 8. We 
had completed our entire production on the contract as early as July 9. 

Mr. Courtney. Of 

Mr. Baspirr. 1954. 

Mr. Courrney. 1954. 

Mr. Baserrr. We had stopped producing anything on that produc- 
tion line from July 9 on. 

Mr. Courrnry. So then this transaction with respect to the testing, 
the 23 lots, occurred between July and December ? 

Mr. Bagerrr. No. It may have occurred during the entire period 
of the contract; I don’t know. 

I would have to get the records on it. I don’t know. 

Mr. Courtney. But in any event, it was brought to your attention 
in December. And since that time what has been the state of your 
relations with the Navy as to performance on the balance, that is 
from January or from December 18, 1954, when this matter came to 
your attention and the present time ? 

Mr. Bassirr. We have had discussions and a series of tests and 
undertaken a series of technical evaluations to see if there was a dan- 
ger or an inherent weakness in the entire design or concept of the 
Aero—6A or what is possibly causing some disintegrations at one 
time and none at another time. 

Mr. Courtney. Well, let me ask this very simply and then we will 
go on to something else. 

The matter of the acceptance of the balance of your 40,000 order 
as of this moment is still under discussions; is that correct ? 

Mr. Bassirr. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. So that contract is not completed as far as you 
are concerned ¢ 

Mr. Bassrrr. As far as we are concerned, it has been completed. 
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Mr. Bassrrr. May I say this? The cognizant naval inspectors at 
our plant have checked this in production, checked material, and 
have stamped off as complete and inspected these units in our plant. 

Mr. Courtney. Well, in any event, there was nothing to prevent 
the Air Force teams at any time they were in your plant from seeing 
the work that you were doing for the Navy, was there? 

Mr. Baserrr. No, sir; there wasn’t. 

Mr. Courtney. Did they see the work? 

Did you point out to them the work you were doing for the Navy? 

Mr. Baserrr. I don’t recall. I imagine they saw it. It was there. 

Mr. Courrney. It was no secret, was it ? 

Mr. Bassrrr. No, sir. 

Mr. Hésertr. May I ask this one question there? In connection with 
the 3,000 units which were under discussion, those 3,000 units today 
remain in your plant? 

Mr. Reisman. That is correct. 

Mr. Bassrrr. That is right. 

Mr. Héserr. And the reason they remain in the plant on the floor 
is because you have not been given instructions as to shipment or 
destination ? 

Mr. Retsman. That is right. 

Mr. Héserr. They have been accepted by the Navy? 

Mr. Reisman. By the local naval cognizant inspector, who has ap- 
proved the unit on the floor, and they bear the seal. 

Mr. Hérert. Well, what answer have you got as to why the Navy 
has not given you shipping instructions / 

Mr. Baserrr. The letter of December—dated December 8. 

Mr. Hésvert. Which is in effect a rejection ? 

Mr. Bassrrr. Which is in effect a rejection, but there have been 
subsequent conversations and tests and we have been working together 
to find what causes certain things to happen. 

Mr. Hésert. Now let’s not quibble. 

Mr. Banerrr. We are not quibbling, sir. 

Mr. Héperr. We are quibbling. 

Mr. Baserrr. All right, I am sorry. 

Mr. Retsman. All right, what is your question, Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Hésert. I asked the question of why the rockets in the 3,000 
units were not shipped, and your statement was that the reason they 
were not shipped was because you were waiting for instructions for 
shipment. 

Mr. Bassirr. That is right. 

Mr. Reisman. That is correct. 

Mr. He&sverr. Then I asked you the question, were they rejected ? 
You answer was on the inspector level they had been okayed. 

Mr. Retsman. That is correct. 

Mr. Héserr. And then in developing now we find out that there 
is a letter of December 8 which rejected the 3,000. 

Mr. Retsman. And since then we have been in discussions and 
negotiations and testing with the Navy. 

Mr. Hé&perr. So the reason they have not been shipped is not be- 
cause you did not get instructions to ship but because the Navy has 
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tors at refused to accept them and you are now under discussion as to 

1, and fj whether or not the Navy will accept them. 

plant. | Mr. Reisman. I don’t think that is exactly correct, Mr. Chairman. 

revent | Mr. He&sert. Tell me what is exactly correct ? 

seeing =| Mr. Reisman. Well, the point is that under the agreement between 

the Navy and Century Industries we manufactured these items in 

accordance with the specification and they have been inspected by the 
cognizant naval inspectors, and approved. 

Navy? On certain tests which were not included in the original contract, 

; there. certain of the launchers have disintegrated. We have been advised 
of that in a letter of December 8, and we have discussed the matter 
with the Navy. Additional tests are being made and the matter is 

n with | now under consideration by the Navy and negotiation. 

; today | Mr. He&verr. Well, that is correct. 


In other words, we come to the situation as it now stands, that 
of the prior delivery of the rocket launcher, after acceptance by the 
Navy and passage by the Navy inspector on the scene, some launchers 
ie floor did disintegrate. 
lent or So obviously, the Navy became concerned 
Mr. Bassrrr. And so did we. 
Mr. Heépsert. And so do you. 
Mr. Reisman. We are very much concerned, too. 





las ap- Mr. Bassirr. Very much concerned. 
Mr. Héperr. Yes. But even with that concern, if the Navy had 
> Navy given you shipping orders you would have shipped those launchers. 


Mr. Bassirr. Just—may I interiect a comment there? 
We would have shipped them. But we have since the time—we 
have constructed various experimental models, trying to find the rea- 


e been son for certain things happening and on a test as late as last week in 
gether : Shumaker, Ark., we set up certain cameras at a certain vantage point 


which would give us a chance to study the reactions under fire of 
certain things that happened. 

Mr. Reisman. Also, Mr. Chairman, I might state this: After we 
were advised of this situation, we undertook a complete research our- 
selves to ascertain what caused it, and we conducted at our own 


irman ? expense, very considerable expense, 11 different experimental launchers 
e 3,000 ) and offered the same to the Navy for testing. 

m they Also, in writing we offered to make any requested modifications at 
ons for } no expense to the Navy that might be indicated from testing these 11 


experimental launchers. 
This offer, although initially accepted by the Navy, was later tele- 
phonically turned down and to date we haven't received any written 
jected 2 reply to this offer we made, but we have been, as Mr. Babbitt and I 
have stated, in discussion with the Navy and there have been subse- 
quent tests which were held at Shumaker and the matter now under 


t there consideration. 
: Mr. Héperr. That is quite true. 
ns ond ; _ It now develops that the reason the launchers have not been shipped 
is because the Navy will not accept them, and it is not because of lack of 
not be- : shipping instructions. 
vy has 
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Mr. RetsMAn. Well, the Navy has not finally rejected them. 

Mr. Héeerr, But they haven’t given you the instructions to ship 
them because they have them under test and which you admit you have 
under test. 

Mr. Baserrr. The launchers in our plant are part of lots 77 and 78 
which have been definitely accepted, but these have been waiting be- 
cause they will be less than a carload lot, and we have been waiting 
with shipping instructions on those until we could make up a carload 
lot at the Navy’s instructions. 

Mr. Gavin. Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Héserr. All right, Mr. Gavin. 

Mr. Gavin. What are your tests? 

Give us the technical tests that you make. How do you test these 
launchers? The thing that I am concerned about here—you got 
8,000 rejects, so-called rejected that had not been accepted by the 
Navy, is that right, in your plant? 

Mr. Bagpirr. We understand that after the other tests we find that 
approximately 2,000 of those have successfully fired and they are now 
being evaluated, the results are being evaluated. 

Mr. Gavin. Well, this picture we have before us: What lot was this 
out of ? 

Mr. Banpirr. This was an accepted lot after the retest. 

Mr. Gavin. An accepted lot. 

Mr. Basprrr. This lot was fired again and on retest was accepted 
and shipped to the Navy, sir. 

Mr. Gavin. What happened to this particular launcher here [indi- 
cating photograph |. 

Mr. Basprrr. I wasn’t present at that firing. I can’t tell you what 
happened, sir. 

Mr. Gavin. How was this fired ? 

Irom the air or on the ground ? 

Mr. Baserrr. On the ground, in a static test stand. 

Mr. Gavin. This is a disastrous exhibition we have in this picture. 

This is not on the 3,000 lot that the Navy rejected or will not ac- 
cept, but evidently is in the other 37,000 that had been accepted by 
the Navy. 

How they could accept a launcher that performs in this manner is 
what I am trying to determine. 

Maybe there are more in that 37,000 lot that the Navy still have 
that might perform in this manner, too. 

Mr. Baserrr. Possibly in the entire 120,000, sir. 

Mr. Gavin. It certainly would be devastating to a plane or a pilot 
that went up to test a launcher that performs this way. 

Mr. Reisman. That isn’t entirely correct. 

Mr. Gavin. Can you tell us, Mr. Counselor, what particular lot 
and how this test was made, that got these results? 

Mr. Courtney. I don’t have that information. 

Mr. Kuun. It is lot 54. 


Mr. Gavin. How many launchers would be in lot 54? 
Mr. Kuun. 502. 
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Mr. Gavin. 502. 
Mr. Reisman. Mr. Gavin, I might state there have been certain 
tests conducted by both the Air Force and the Navy, in answer to 
your question, and these launchers have been purposely exploded or 
disintegrated under the wing of the plane and the result in each 
instance has been no damage to the undersurface of the wing. And 
that is included in the confidential report that the Air Force made, 
which has been previously referred to. 

Mr. Gavin. Well, what became of the balance of this lot 54 that 
this particular launcher was in‘ j 

Mr. Bassirr. Mr. Gavin, this was retested under the specification 
of the contract, and double the quantity of samples were tested and 
all of them passed. 

There may have been at the time of this—we don’t know what 
could possibly have happened. We are quite concerned about any- 
thing that could slats explain these phenomena, and the studies 
are still going on to find out what is happening. We have noticed 
various things. 

Mr. H&perr. Now, let me clear up your reference, Mr. Babbitt. 
You threw in the figure that probably the same could happen to the 
120,000. 

Mr. Bassrrr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. He&serr. This committee has no evidence—I am not saying it 
couldn’t have happened, but this committee has no evidence and no 
testimony to the effect that anything happened to the other 80,000 
manufactured by the other 2 plants. 

Mr. Reisman. We don’t have the information, either. 

Mr. Héserr. Of course, you don’t. Iam not saying youdo. I am 
not saying you did it deliberately. I am not making any innuendoes 
or suggesting anything. I am merely making a statement for the 
record in order it might be clarified. 

Mr. Babbitt put in the figure 120,000, leaving the implication that 
this was not a single thing of an individual manufacturer or peculiar 
thing to the 40,000 being manufactured by your company. 

Now, I am merely making the statement for the record that this 
committee as of now has no evidence of similar performance or lack 
of performance on the part of the launchers supplied by the other two 
companies. 

Mr. Basprrr. Mr. Chairman, may I say this, that on the informa- 
tion we have up until now the Century launchers did not show up as 
good as the launchers of any of our competitors. We say that frank- 
ly, sir. 

We are not trying to cast any reflections. 

Mr. Hépertr. I know you are not. That is the reason I wanted to 
get it straight in the record. 

Mr. Baxprrr. The 120,000 launchers were produced under the same 
general specification. 

The same techniques were supposedly applied in the three plants. 
We held seminars and people came to our plants. We helped them 

With their tooling and know-how. We visited their plants and helped 
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them set up, as a part of the requirement on our portion of the con- 
tract. 

The Navy inspector checked our 40,000 launchers produced and they 
met the material manufacturing specifications. Neither the Navy 
nor Century at this time are sure why a few of the launchers dis- 
integrated under firing tests. We are definitely concerned about this 
feature. We are working completely and thoroughly to find out 
what inherently in the 6A’s that we had produced would possibly 
cause this to happen. 

We have submitted a number of reports from independent labora- 
tories where we have checked various things. And then we see the 
history of Smiley, the MA-3. During this same period of time, there 
has been approximately 260 launchers fired at various testing facili- 
ties. These have been fired from aircraft and from static stands un- 
der all types of conditions, and there have been no disintegrations, 
there have been no blowups, and that is during the same period of 
time. We are very much puzzled and we are studying and with 
the Navy technicians we are going into what could possibly have 
caused this. 

Mr. Hépsert. Well, that is correct. 

We admit that. I think that has been firmly established as the 
situation in the record. 

Mr. Courtney, proceed. 

Mr. Courtney. Now, just one to clarify your statement, Mr. Reis- 
man. When you stated you offered to build 11 models, experimental 
models for the Navy for further testing, you were referring to the 
Aero 6A launchers ? 

Mr. ReisMAn. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Basesirr. Yes, of course. 

Mr. Courtney. And not the MA-3—— 

Mr. Bapepirr. Yes. 

Mr. Courtney. I just wanted to be clear about it. 

Mr. RetsMAn. We actually did build the 11 experimental launchers. 

Mr. Courtney. I just wanted to be clear as to what you were refer- 
ing to. 

Now, have you consulted with other companies and other producers 
on the difficulties that you have just referred to in your testimony 
in producing both the Navy rocket launcher and the MA—3 ? 

Mr. Basprrr. We had consulted—I believe we talked with other 
people. We have talked with the Navy technical people. 

Mr. Courtney. Now, let’s get the other concerns to whom you went 
for consultation. 

Mr. Bassrrr. Consultation. 

Mr. Courtney. Well, whatever you want to call it. 

Mr. Baseirt..‘All right. 

Mr. Courtney. For discussion. 

Mr. Bassrrr. Right. 

Mr. Courtney. With whom did you discuss the production prob- 
lems at Century? 

Mr. Bassrrr. Not the production problems, sir. We had no pro- 
duction problems. 

We had a definite difference in reaction to one phase of the test. 
We then asked for parts, sample parts from each of the other two 
firms. 
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Mr. Courtney. Each of the other two firms? 
Mr. Bassitr. Yes. We asked for sample parts. 

Mr. CourtNnEy. What were those parts, so we will know ? 

Mr. BasBsrrr. Those were the paper tubes, the casings, and the 
detent latch. This is the mechanism which is activated and releases 
the rockets for firing. 

Mr. Courtney. That is what you call the detent latch ? 

Mr. Bassirr. Detent. 

It is the metal which holds the borelet firm so the rocket can’t fall 
out. It is held at a certain 

Mr. Courtney. So those are the 3 or 4 portions of the item with 
which you were concerned ? 

Mr. Baseirr. Plus some of the samples of the plastic that they were 
using. 

Mr. Courtney. That is what? 

Mr. Bassirr. Plastic solution. 

Mr. Courtney. Now, did you have difficulty with the application 
of the plastic? 

Mr. Bassrrr. Did I? 

Mr. Courtnegy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Baseirt. No. 

Mr. Courtney. Your company ? 

Mr. Bassirr. Not particularly; no. 

Mr. Courtney. Did you have occasion to consult with some of the 
other companies on the production of plastic as they experienced it, 
and as you were finding it in your application ? 

Mr. Baserrr. We asked questions. But we had called in Sherwin 
Williams Paint Co. and turned our formula to their laboratory and 
to the Sherwin Williams Co., and they were keeping an exact control 
in delivering it in barrels to us, instead of our mixing it ourselves, as 
we did originally on the 5,000 and the beginning of the 40,000 unit 
contract. 

Sherwin Williams was then delivering to us prepared solutions that 
we were using. 

Mr. Courtney. Well, with which of the manufacturers whom you 
have described as your competitors did you consult, with whom did you 
consult, and what was the subject of your discussions? 

Mr. Bassitr. We talked with the Radiant people and we talked with 
Cincinnati Industrial Finishing people. 

Mr. Courrnry. Now, the Radiant people are a Chicago firm. 

Mr. Basrrrr. A Chicago firm. 

Mr. Courtney. You speak of as being competitors. 

Mr. Baserrr. Not competitors. We were competitors after the 
period of consultation because we came in competition on the sub- 
sequent bid. But at that time we were not competitors. We were 
jointly responsible for—we were jointly in a program, all three com- 
panies. 

Mr. Courtney. Well, I think that is what I would like to bring out. 
You speak of your competitors. You refer to the other 2 companies 
in the distribution of the 120,000 lot. 

Mr. Baspirr. Very true, sir. 
Mr. Courtney. Which was the same item that you were producing. 
Mr. Baserrr. Right, and of which we were the lead contractor and 
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responsible for the standardization in all three plants and the com- 
plete interchangeability of all parts. 

Mr. Courrney. So you did consult with them and exchange infor- 
mation between Radiant Manufacturing Co., which I believe is in 
Chicago, isn’t it? 

Mr. Bapsirr. Yes. 

Mr. Courtney. And Cincinnati Industrial Finishing Co. 

Now, let us be clear. In the original distribution, Spra-Con was 
awarded the contract and it was subsequently turned over 100 percent 
to Cincinnati, isn’t that right? 

Mr. Bassirr. I don’t know. 

Mr. Courrney. In any event 

Mr. Baxssrrr. Cincinnati Industrial Finishing Co. was working on it. 

Mr. Courtney. They were the manufacturer. 

Mr. Bassrrr. And I believe they and Spra-Con were the manu- 
facturers. 

Mr. Courrney. They were the manufacturers ? 

Mr. Baserrr. That is right. 

Mr. Courtney. All right. 

Now, with whom did you consult at the Cincinnati manufacturing 
company ? 

Mr. Barsrrr. I have talked on oceasion with Mr. Ulrich, Mr. 
Knobel. 

Mr. Courtney. And at Radiant with whom did you have dis- 
cussions ? 

Mr. Baserrr. Mr. Peterson, Mr. Jacobs, Mr. Eller, and Mr. Lee. 

Mr. Courrney. Now, did you personally have these discussions or 
were there other representatives of your firm ? 

Mr. Bassrrr. I have had some discussions and other members of our 
firm have had discussions. 

Mr. Courrnrey. Now, who is the production manager in your 
organization ? 

Mr. Bassirr. I have been—we have had a production superintend- 
ent. We have production control people. We all pitch in and double 
in brass, since we have one product and we work 

Mr. Courtney. Do you have 

Mr. Bassrrr. In other words, they report to me. I have been 
responsible. 

Mr. Courtney. All right. Do you have a man in your organization 
who would be responsible, in other words, for the technical working out 
of the problem of manufacturing these gadgets on the production line ? 
Is there some one man responsible ? 

Mr. Bassirr. No; there has been a joint responsibility. 

Mr. Courrney. That has been part yours? 

Mr. Bassrrr. Part mine. 

Mr. Courtney. And who else? 

Mr. Bagsrrr. Three other people, I believe, or four other people. 

Mr. Courtney. Could you tell us who they are? So we would have 
some idea ? 

Mr. Baserrrr. Yes. 
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Mr. Cooper, Mr. Birthrong, Mr. Cashman, Mr. King, Mr. Sturte- 
vant, and Mr. Barkham, who has just recently passed away, 

.Mr. Courrney. Have you had any discussions with any of these 
other firms with reference to the production of other kinds or types 
of launchers ? 

Mr. Reisman. I don’t quite understand your question, Mr. Courtney. 

Mr. Courtney. I mean, you have discussions on the production of 
the X-6A 

Mr. Kunn. Aero 6A. 

Mr. Courtney. Aero 6A. 

Now, have you had any discussions or any arrangements on the 
production of the MA-~1 or the MA-3 with any of these other concerns ? 

Mr. Bapsirr. We have had—I may have discussed that we were 
developing a new item. 

There was some meaning of it, but there was no finalization of any 
discussion on future programs. 

We had become friendly since they had been visiting our plant and 
sending people on our production line, and we had been going with 
them and helping them with certain problems, that we have been think- 
ing of developing another item and the possibility of—before the de- 
velopment I believe there was a possibility of setting up a research 
and development program for the betterment of various items. 

I believe—I don’t recall all the facts. I can’t definitely-——— 

Mr. Courtney. Did you have any discussions with any of these 
firms with reference to joining in the production or joint production 
of the MA-1 or the MA-3 ? 

Mr. Bagsrrr. I don't recall the details. 

Mr. Courtney. You don’t recall the detail or did you have any such 
discussions ? 

Mr. Basprrr. I do recall telling them that we were developing a 
new item or we had a new item we were going to propose: 

Mr. Courrney. Did you discuss the proprietary claims which you 
might have or which you say you now claim on the MA-3 with any 
of these concerns? 

Mr. Bassrrr. I don’t recall that. 

Mr. Courtney. You don’t recall that. 

Mr. Bansrrr. I don’t know. 

Mr. Courrnry. But you could have or you could not have, as the 
case may be? 

Mr. Barsrrr. Yes. 

Mr. Courtney. When did you first assert the proprietary claim on 
the MA-3 and how has it been asserted ? 

Mr. Bassrrr. In December of 19—November or December of 1953. 

Mr. Courtney. Well, now, have you put the Air Force on notice 
that you do claim a proprietary right in the production of the MA-3? 

Mr. Bassrrr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Courrney. And in what form have you given notice to the Air 
Force of that? 

Mr. Baxspirr. We have told them about it and we have on our draw- 
ings and in technical information put a stamp, showing patent applied 
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for or patent pending, and they were not to be reproduced without 
permission of Century Industries Corp. 

Mr. Courtney. Was any portion of the compensation which Liem 
are to receive on the production of the MA-3 to be recompensed to 
you for your proprietary claims ¢ 

Mr. Baserrr. No, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. And when I say “you,” I mean your company. 

Mr. Baserrr. Company; no, sir. : 

Mr. Courtney. Now, turning for a moment to this discussion of 
the reduction in costs. We passed over that awhile ago. And you 
have stated that you reduced, in the course of discussions, your price 
in the negotiations from $39, in round figures, down to $36. 

Mr. Bassrrr. That is right. 

Mr. Courtney. And you stated that one of the considerations was 
the rental consideration ? 

Mr. Baserrr. That is right. 

Mr. Courtney. Now, will you please tell us to what you were refer- 
ring in reference to the rental? 

Mr. Bassirr. We have a lease on a Government facility for which 
our lease calls for a $2,000 per month rental, plus 5 percent of the gross 
business up to $1,300,000, and 1 percent for all the business above 
that amount in any 1 year. 

This also precludes us, under a clause in it—the only work that 
can be done in this facility is for the defense effort. 

Mr. Courtney. Well, now, let’s understand that. 

Then you now have a lease in the plant in which you are producing 
these rockets? 

Mr. Bassirr. That is right. 

Mr. Courtney. Which is Government-owned ? 

Mr. Bassirtr. Right. 

Mr. Courtney. Which requires you to pay $2,000 a month, flat? 

Mr. Bassrrt. That is right. 

Mr. Courtney. Plus this percentage of which you speak? 

Mr. Raserrr. Right. 

Mr. Courtney. Now, was that lease negotiated during the period 
or prior to your production of the Navy rocket ? 

Mr. Bassrrt. Yes. 

Mr. Courtney. And with whom was it negotiated ? 

Mr. Baserrr. With the GSA, General Services Administration. 

Mr. Courrnery. Now, since that time has the authority over this 
lease been transferred to another Government department? 

Mr Bassrrr. It was transferred to the Navy. 

Mr. Courtney. Had there been any changes in the amount of rental 
exacted under these circumstances? 

Mr. Bassrrr. No, there had been actually no changes, but we had 
been led to believe that there would be a waiver of the 5-percent clause. 

Mr. Courtney. Of the 5-percent clause. 

Mr. Bassirr. Override above our normal $2,000 a month rental 
payment. 

Mr. Courtney. Well now, I am a little confused on that. I under- 
stood—I didn’t understand it was quite 5 percent. I understood it 
was $2,000, with a graduated scale. 
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Mr. Bassirr. No. It is $2,000 regularly, plus 5 percent, which has 
nothing to do with the $2,000. On the 15th of each month 

Mr. Courtney. Plus 5 percent; -I see. 

Mr. Bassirr. It is plus 5 percent. 

Mr. Courrney. Plus 5 percent. 

Mr. Retsman. Then it drops down after a certain figure. 

Mr. Courtnry. But you have never reached the figure 

Mr. Bassitrr. Of course, we have—no, we have never reached that 
figure. 

Mr. Courtney. You were not in the less than the 5 percent bracket, 
is that right, sir? 

Mr. Bassirr. That is right. 

Mr. Courtney. What effect on the price of your product or your 
cost of manufacture does this rental have ? 

Mr. Bassirr. Well, it raises the gross price by 5 percent normally 
on any bid that we make. And we have so indicated that in bids to 
the Navy, in the 40,000 units, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. Well, what is your opinion now on the basis of 
your production experience and the use of the plant as to whether or 
not the $2,000 flat rental is or is not a fair rental for the type of work 
you are doing? 

Mr. Bassirr. We believe it is a fair rental. 

Mr. Courrney. But in your opinion, then, the 5 percent or the 
percentage on total business, total volume of Government work to 
which you are limited in this plant affects the price of the product 
adversely ? 

Mr. Bassirr. Definitely, adversely, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. Now, when and under what circumstances were you 
led to believe that you might expect the 5 percent to be withdrawn? 

Mr. Bassrrt. In discussions in April—in February when we first 
heard that there was going to be a withdrawal of GSA and Navy 
would take over on July 1, and then discussions 

Mr. Courtney. Of June? 

Mr. Baspsitr, 1954. 

Mr. Courtney. 1954. 

Mr. Baserrr. In June and July and then at the beginning of 
October we hadn’t received any positive answers. So we came back 
and asked some additional questions on approximately October 7. 

Mr. Courtney. Now, that was just about the time you entered into 
this final contract on the—— 

Mr. Bansrrr. That was after we had entered. 

Mr. Courtney. After you had entered into the contract on the 
MA-3? 

Mr. Bassrrr. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. With the Air Force. 

Mr. Bassitr. That is right. That was after we had entered into 
the contract. 

Mr. Hésert. May I ask there: You state the indication that the 5 
percent would be waived came after you entered ino thte contract? 
Mr. Basprrr. No, sir, before. 

Mr. Heéserr. All right. 
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Mr. Courrney. But as of this time there had been no change and 
you are still required to pay the 5 percent if you 

Mr. Baneirr. There has been an indication within the last 2 months 
that the Navy is studying this, the Bureau of Yards and Docks 
Division is studying this entire lease problem, and we are to enter 
into negotiation and to back this thing, and to use a date which would 
be fair and equitable. 

Mr. Courtney. Well, as a matter of fact, under your present pro- 
duction schedule you are not into the percentage payment bracket yet; 
are you? 

Mr. Bassirr. Sure, automatically. Automatically, anything we 
ship is in the percentage payment bracket. 

Mr. Courtney. I see. 

Mr. Bassirr. No matter what we ship or how much we ship, we are 
in the percentage bracket from one to—— 

Mr. Courrnry. How far have you gone on the production of the 
MA-3, dollarwise ? 

Mr. Bagsrrr. I don’t know. I would have to check the records. 

Mr. Courrney. Well, in numbers 

Mr. Héserr. May I ask this question ? 

Mr. Courrney. Yes. 

Mr. Héserr. In other words, as far as the 5 percent is concerned, 
you have no commitment now that it will be waived ¢ 

Mr. Basstrr. We have 

Mr. Héserr. No firm commitment ? 

Mr. Baserrr. No firm commitment, but we have a telephone call 
as late as last Thursday that they intend adjusting it past the 40,000 
contract, with the last payment allotted us by the Navy to take care 
of this. 

Mr. Hésertr. Well, to all intents and purposes, and practical pur- 
poses, you are proceeding on the premise that the 5 percent will be 
waived ? 

Mr. Retsman. Yes. 

Mr. Bassrrr. We feel that it will be waived. 

Mr. Héperr. You feel that it will be waived ? 

Mr. Basesirr. That is right. 

Mr. H&serr. And I understood your testimony earlier to indicate 
that the waiving of this 5 percent was one of the factors in the reduc- 
tion of the original cost of the “Smiley.” 

Mr. Basprrr. That is right, sir. 

Mr. H&serr. So you entered into a firm agreement to produce the 
“Smiley” at X-figure, with merely the indication that the 5 percent 
would be waived ? 

Mr. Bassrrr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. And that is the 5 percent to which you made refer- 
ence a moment ago? 

Mr. Baserrr. That is right. 

Mr. Courtney. In stating that that was one of the items in nego- 
tiation which was considered in the reduction of the price? 

Mr. Baspirtr. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Héserr. Did that then reduce the production cost by some 
$3 plus? 

Mr. Bassrrr. No, sir. 

Mr. Hésert. That was not all of it? 

Mr. Bassrrr. That was not the only consideration. 

Mr. H&xsert. How great a factor was that 5 percent # 

Mr. Baseirr. Approximately $1.80—or $1.55, I believe, to $1.80. 

Mr. Hésert. Practically 50 percent ? 

Mr. Bassrrr. That is right, at least 50 percent. 

Mr. Héserr. That factor caused a reduction of 50 percent. 

Mr. Baserrr. That is right. 

Mr. Heverr. And suppose they don’t go through with it; where 
are you going to be? 

Mr. Baserrr. We are stuck with that. We have to pay. 

Mr. Heéserr. All right. 

Mr. CourTNey. Now, the last question, the last portion of the 
questioning. 

What is the difference so far as manufacturing is concerned between 
the MA-3 and the Aero 6A ? 

Mr. Baserrr. 6A? 

Mr. Courtney. Yes; material, labor cost, et cetera. 

Mr. Bassrrr. Well, it is entirely different, an entirely different 
item. There is quite a difference. 

And another factor of our rent, sir, that we also pay, besides the 
$2,000 that we are required to have, i is ‘that we are to carry insurance 
to protect the property, these buildings and the equipment within 
these buildings, in the amount of $756 000, approximately, which we 
pay for and hold in favor, originally, of the GSA and now the Navy. 
This is also a factor, an item of F flat cost in our rental. 

Mr. Courtney. Now, coming back to my question, we have the 
MA-3 and we have the Aero 6A before us. Would you explain to 
the committee what the difference would be, what the difference is 
in material and labor costs and the manufacture of one of these as 
against the other ? 

“Mr. Bapsrrr. Well, if we go back to the inception of the 40,000 
contract, we find the cost of the Aero 6A was, in round figures, $45, 
and this was present on the price at the time we bid on the MA-3. 
The MA-3 at the time was conceived as seven convaluted tubes, with 
a small wood filler strip between these tubes. 

Mr. Courtney. Do you want to step up here? 

Mr. Bassirr. Wood filler strips between these tubes, and then 
refined in the beginning of production so that there is a complete 
aluminum track, an aluminum extruded track, which is made by an 
extrusion method, and an aluminum filler strip which is also made 
by an extrusion method. 

Mr. Hésert. The committee will recess at this time until 2 o’clock. 

Mr. Babbitt, you will be back ? 

Mr. Baserrr. Yes, sir. 

(Whereupon, at 12: 10, a recess was taken until 2 p. m.) 
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AFTERNOON SESSION 


Mr. Heserr. The committee will come to order. The record will 
show that present is Mr. Hess of Ohio and Mr. Gavin of Pennsyl- 
vania, and myself, as chairman, and for the purposes of hearing this 
afternoon, I designate myself as chairman and representing the 
Democratic side of the committee, with Mr. Hess and Mr. Gavin rep- 
resenting the Republican side. , 

Mr. Courtney. Mr. Babbitt, the last question was to you with ref- 
erence to the differences between the Aero 6A and the MA-3. 

Mr. Basetrr. The initial differences pointed out was the aluminum 
extrusion which makes up the track, the aluminum filler strips which 
are part of the improved version of the original MA-3. The original 
MA-3 

Mr. Courtney. Let’s confine ourselves to a comparison, if you will, 
Mr. Babbitt, of the Aero 6A and the MA-3. 

Mr. Baserrr. Very well. I 

Mr. Courrnrey. What is the difference in the aluminum extrusion 
in one and the other and what is the difference in quantities? 

Mr. Bassirr. In quantities? There is no aluminum—there is no 
track in the AERO 6A. The entire difference as it were is a lighter 
package, safety provisions, ability to fire at the discretion of the pilot 
and to jettison at the discretion of the pilot, under the hanging nec- 
essary on Air Force aircraft as against the hanging necessary in the 
Aero 14B pylon, which is entirely different. 

Mr. Courtney. Let me break it there. Your company bid un- 
successfully, I believe, on the second quantity of 50,000 of the Aero 
6A? 

Mr. Bassirr. That is right. 

Mr. Courrnry. Is that correct? 

Mr. Baspirr. That is correct. 

Mr. Courrney. And what was your price in that bid ? 

Mr. Basrirr. Our price was $24.57. 

Mr. Courtney. And it was awarded to a lower bidder than you? 

Mr. Bassirr. Supposedly lower, not taken into consideration in the 
5 percent rental. 

Mr. Courtney. All right. 

Now, then, you would have been willing to build the Aero 6A at 
that price, presumably ? 

Mr. Bassrrr. That is right. 

Mr. Courtney. Under your bid. 

The bid, or the price on the MA-3 is $36.63, exclusive of the pack- 
aging. Now will you explain 

Mr. Baserrr, With the normal packaging. 

Mr. Courrnery. With the normal packaging. Wasn’t the same bid 
true on the Aero 6A? 

Mr. Baserrr. Normal packaging. 

Mr. Courtney. All right. Now, you explain to the committee, if 
you will, please, where the difference in costs arises. 

Mr. Bassirr. Cost of material, which is between $7 and $9 more 
on the Aero 6—between the MA-3 and the Aero 6A. 

Mr. Courtney. Well, in what material ? 
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Mr. Baserrr. In the cost of the paper—the cost of the track and 
component parts. ‘ + 
Mr. Courtney. All right, now the paper. What about the plastic! 

Mr. Bassrrr. More plastic is being used. ab 

Mr. Courrnry. What would be the difference in cost per unit! _ 

Mr. Bassirr. I couldn’t tell you that exactly, sir, until I—the orig- 
inal bid on the contract that was in force at the time we bid the 
MA-3—the cost of plastic was figured at 2.25 gallons and this takes 
approximately between 31, to 4 gallons of plastic. 

Mr. Courrnry. Now, what are the other differences? 

Mr. Bansirr. The size of the launchers. One is 48 inches long and 
the other is 40 inches long. 

The component paper. The wall of the paper and the cost of the 
paper tubes in the Aero 6A is 814 cents, as against 1814 cents cost for 
a paper tube. 

Mr. Courrney. And what are the other differences in cost? 

Mr. Bansirr. The front hangar, the electrical system, and the safety 
features. 

Mr. Courtney. Well, point them out, if you will, please. 

Mr. Bassrrr. The front hangar, with the electrical system which 
allows the jettisoning of this with the squib in the forward end here, 
that is activated after the shooting from the second portion of the 
electrical system. 

The aft hangars, where they fit into the HVAR posts—HVAR, 
which run from approximately 10 inches to the inboard station, which 
runs as much as 46 inches. 

These differences are necessary to increase the wiring so that they 
can be connected properly and work properly. 

The second major difference is that there is an intervelometer at- 
tached on the back of this, which may at times 

Mr. Courtney. On the back of this means what ? 

Mr. Bassrrr. Of the Aero6A. The intervelometer and the method 
of firing, bringing the electrical impulse into this unit 

Mr. Courrney. Into the M-3? 

Mr. Baspirr. MA-3 is completely enclosed within the unit. The 
detent mechanism 

Mr. Courrnry. What would be the difference in cost in the two, in 
your opinion ¢ 

Mr. Bassrrr. I couldn’t say at the moment, sir. I haven’t worked 
it out. 

Mr. Courtney. Is it significant ? 

Mr. Bassirr. It is significant in design. It is significant in care. 
It is significant in the coverage that has to be made in the detailed 
assembly work that has to be performed in order to make sure that 
there is no short circuiting when it is completely closed up, which is 
an additional labor cost. 

Mr. Courtney. Any other differences? 

Mr. Basprrr. Difference in the complete tolerances used and worked 
out, so that this is a finer and a more precision item than the X-6A 
was originally designed and as it was produced. 

Mr. Courrnry. Any other. 

Mr. Bassrrr. And the possibility of this being used on all stations 
with just an interchangeability of hangers, making it a universal 
sort of a package. 
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Mr. Courtney. Any other differences that you regard as signifi- 
cant or costly ? 

Mr. Bassirr. The difference in the aluminum—the cost of the alum- 
inum extrusions, the detenting mechanism, the firing mechanism and 
the electrical circuity, and the hanger arrangements. 

Mr. Courrney. I think we have had some of those mentioned be- 
fore. Now any others you can think of? 

Mr. Baxsirr. The cost of the paper and the cost of the plastic. 
The care in manufacture—the preciseness of the manufacture that is 
necessary laborwise, and the ability to withstand the Air Force 
specification for testing which requires it to pass the various heat, cold, 
rain, and humidity tests, which make certain of these parts more 
expensive because of the plating costs and the alloy costs necessary 
in these items. 

Mr. CourrNey. Now are those all the differences that occur to you? 

Mr. Baserrr. Approximately that is what occurs to me. 

Mr. Courtney. And those differences in your opinion, would rep- 
resent the difference in price, perhaps ? 

Mr. Bassrrr. The difference in price, gentlemen, are represented, 
1, that this is the first time on this and this would be the 4th time 
on this [indicating models]. If you would care to have this 
analogy 

Mr. Courrney. Excuse me. When you say this is the first time—— 

Mr. Bassrrr. I am talking the first time on the MA-3 and the 
fourth time on the Aero 6A. 

Mr. Kunn. You manufactured the Aero 6A four times? 

Mr. Bassirr. It would be the fourth grouping of Aero 6A, yes. 

Mr. Kuun. You have had one production contract of Aero 6A. 

Mr. Baserrr. We have had a pilot contract on Aero 6A which 
changed the X-6A to 6A, 

Mr. Kunn. That is basically the MA-~1, the pilot production con- 
tract ¢ 

Mr. Bassirr. No, I wouldn’t say it was the MA-1. The MA-~—1 
was not the pilot production. The MA-1 was part of the experi- 
mental production. The pilot production 

Mr. Kunn. Just a minute at this point. Mr. Balch, I understood 
the pilot production, the MA~1, was very similar to the Mark 16, 
later designated as the Aero X-6A?% 

Mr. Batcu. The basic configuration of Mark 16 is similar, in fact 
almost identical, to Aero X-6A. That basic launcher was modified 
with Air Force fittings and became the MA-1. 

Mr. Kuun. But the body of the launcher, outside of the suspension, 
is basically the Mark 16—or the Aero X-6A, is that correct / 

Mr. Bassrrr. No. 

Mr. Bavcu. Which launcher ? 

Mr. Kunn. The MA-1. 

Mr. Batcu. MA-1, that is correct. 

Mr. Kunn. All right. Then you had one production contract of 
the Aero 6A; is that correct, Mr. Babbitt ? 

Mr. Bassirr. As Century Industries, yes. 

Mr. Kuun. Yes. 

Mr. Reisman. We actually had two. 
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Mr. Bassrrr. Two. Let’s get the record straight. Five thousand 
and then forty thousand. 

Mr. Courtney. That is right. 

Mr. Kunn. We just established that the 5,000 was the Mark 16 and 
not 

Mr. Bapeittr. I beg your pardon. It was this [indicating|. You are 
talking about the X-3A, which was 200, and then 300. The X-6A 
was the one used in Korea, with Navy hangings, used by the First 
Marine Wing. 

Mr. Kuun. At any rate, there weren’t four productions. 

Mr. Bazerrr. There were four manufacturing contracts. As full 
production, no. The first full production contr act was 53-520F, 

Mr. Reisman. For 5,000 units. 

Mr. Baspirr. For 5,000 units, was the pilot production run, and 
which we were proving out all the items. And this is the item that 
was manufactured [indicating], except for a glass cloth covering on 
top of this rounded section, which was then withdrawn at the end of 
the first 4,000. And these were manufactured at a price of $69 at that 
time, in the first 5,000. And in the 40,000, the price was—with the 
increased packaging—approximately $47 to $48. [Because during the 
course of the contract, they had insisted that we palletize and crate 
18 of these rocket launchers in 1 package for shipment. 

Mr. Heserr. May I ask one question there / 

Mr. Bassirr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Heserr. On the 40,000-unit contract, did you make a substan- 
tial profit on that? 

Mr. Bassrrr. Right now we show a loss, sir. 

Mr. Héperr. A loss of how much ? 

Mr. Bassrrr. I couldn’t say until I had our accountant 

Mr. Hépert. Give me a guess in round figures. 

Mr. Bargsirr. I couldn’t give you a guess offhand. 

Mr. Hénerr. You mean you don’t know in round figures how much 
of a loss you are showing, if you are showing a loss? ‘Tam not as king 
you to give me the dollars and cents. I just want a round figure, as an 
estimate. What loss have you shown? 

Mr. Basprrr, I can’t say, until the 6 lots are either accepted or re- 
jected, sir. When the 6 lots are shipped, that changes our entire pic- 
ture, Right now we have a loss staring us in the face. 

Mr. Hiserr. What loss do you have staring you in the face? 

Mr. Bassrrr. Approximately $150,000-plus. 

Mr. Héperr. $150,000-plus loss. And if the 6 lots are accepted, 
what will that reduce your loss to? 

Mr. Bassirr. We think we will approximately break even. 

Mr. Héperr. You will approximately break even? 

Mr. Barnsrir. That is right. 

Mr. Hiéserr. And you offered to bid on the second contract, on that 
basis, that you may break even and may not break even ? 

Mr. Barsrrr. That is right. 

Mr. Hézerr. What were you in business for ? 

Mr. Basprrr. We were in business to either prove our right to exist- 
ence or not the right. We had proved thisasan item. We had proved 
the MA-3 was a good item, we felt. We felt that a contract was com- 
ing through. And we knew that our tooling had all been cleared on 
the Aero6A. The tooling on the MA-3 and the complete mechaniza- 
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tion or automation of the line in order to get proper efficiency was still 
to be paid for and worked out. 

Mr. Kunn. Would that amount to more than a dollar a unit, the 
tooling ? 

Mr. Bassrrr. I beg your pardon ? 

Mr. Kunn. Would the tooling on that MA-3 amount to more than 
a dollar a unit? , 

Mr. Bassrrr. Yes. 

Mr. Kuun. How much more? 

Mr. Bassrrr. In round figures, what it might amount to or what it 
actually has amounted to? 

Mr. Kunn. Well, what you estimate it will amount to. 

Mr. Bagprrr. $340,000—$31% a unit, $3.40 a unit of our own cost. 

Mr. Courrney. I think that is all for that, Mr. Babbitt. If you 
would like to resume your seat. 

Did you get any advice from any or do you have access to any chem- 
ical engineering source or any source versed or skilled in chemistry on 
the difficulties you had with reference to the disintegration of these 
units / 

Mr. Baserrr. Chemical advice? 

Mr. Courtney. Yes, sir. Do you have any chemists in your 
employ ? 

Mr. Bassrrr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. Who is he, please ? 

Mr. Bassirr. His name is Morton Cole. 

Mr. Courtney. And how long have you had him? 

Mr. Bazerrr. Morton Cole has worked for us since about 

Mr. Courtney. Well, approximately. 

Mr. Baseirr. I think it was November of last year. 

Mr. Courrney. Since the difficulties with the disintegration ? 

Mr. Barnerrr. No. We were discussing this with the entire chemical 
laboratories of Sherwin-Williams Co. 

Mr. Courtney. All right. 

Now I have just the usual questions to ask you. Do you have any 
military or former military personnel in your employ ? 

Mr. Baserrr. Former military personnel ? 

Mr. Courtney.. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Baserrr. Military? Now I would like to understand it. Men 
who have been in the services? 

Mr. Courrney. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Baspsrrr. Yes, Mr. Durley, who had been a pilot during World 
War IT. 

Mr. Courtney. Anyone else you think of? 

Mr. Retsman. Counsel, so we understand your question, you mean 
you would like to have us tell you how many persons that are presently 
employed by Century 

Mr. Héserr. Now, don’t let’s haggle. You gentlemen understand 
Mr. Courtney’s question. He asked you if you had in your employ, 
and meaning in your employ, individuals in an executive position, who 
were formerly associated with the military. 

Mr. Courtney. That is right. 

Mr. Héperr. That is a very simple question. 

Mr. Barsrrr. Well, I can name their positions and you can decide 
whether they are executive or not, sir. 
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s still Mr. Héserr. Let me ask you this question. I don’t want to haggle 
about the thing. i 
t, the E Mr. Baserrr. Yes, sir. 


Mr. Héperr. You have a liaison man in Washington. 
; Mr. Bassitr. We had a liaison man in Washington. 
than Mr. Héserr. You did have him? 
Mr. Bassirr. Yes, sir. 
Mr. Héverr. When did he sever connections with you? 
Mr. Bassirr. In March of this year. 
nat it Mr. Hépert. March of this year. What was his name? 
Mr. Bassrrr. Col. James Climie. 
Mr. Hépert. That is what I want to know. 


st. . Mr. Basprrr. C-]-i-m-i-e. 

f you Mr. Héserr. You knew the question we were asking you, Mr. Bab- 
bitt. 

hem- Mr. Baserrr. Just a minute, sir. He was mentioning the names 

ry on of some of the men in the plant. Colonel Climie had applied for a 

these job with us in November of 1953. Colonel Climie was a member of 


the Marine Corps. 
Mr. Hésert. How long was he employed by you? 
your Mr. Bassirr. He was employed by us since December of 1953 until 
March of 1955. 
Mr. H&éperr. What was his financial arrangement with you? 
Mr. Bassirr. He received a regular salary and an expense account 
for which he was completely employed by us and only by us. 


Mr. H&éserr. What salary did you pay him? 
Mr. Baxgprrr. $600 a month, plus his expenses. 
Mr. He&serr. Any other override? 
Mr. Basprrr. No, sir. 
; Mr. Héperr. No percentage? 
nical 1 Mr. Bassirr. None whatsoever. He had nothing to do with any 
. contract negotiation, sir. 
Mr. H&sertr. He had nothing to do with the contractual associations 
» any 4g at all? 
Mr. Bassirr. Contract negotiations of any type. 
Mr. Héeerr. What were his duties? 
Mr. Bapsrrr. His duties were to keep contact with the programs 
Men . and get information for us and keep in contact with the various 
agencies here in Washington. 
Mr. Héserr. To keep you informed of pending contracts or prob- 
Torld able 
Mr. Basprrr. Pending contracts and the questions we had to have 
answered and we sent him copies of all letters we wrote and he in 


mean turn tried to expedite the answers and the information to us. 
ently . Mr. Héperr. Now, Mr. Durley: What are his duties? 
Mr. Baserrt. He is director of sales. 
tand 4 Mr. Héperr. Director of sales. What does that encompass? 
ploy, Mr. Bassirr. It encompasses contacting various firms and services 


who 1 to see where we could fit into his 
j Mr. H&sert. He did contact these various firms? 
Mr. Bassrrr. He only started in January of 1954, actually, and he 
has contacted various firms, and has assisted me in going to various 
ecide q people throughout the services. 
61291—55-—-6 
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Mr. Héperr. I am trying to find in here the statement, and I am 
sure it is in here—I want to read the exact words. In your formal 


statement this morning you said you had one customer, the military. 
Mr. Bassirr. That is right. 


Mr. Retsman. That is the only customer we have. 

Mr. Héserr. How do you reconcile that with Mr. Durley’s activities, 
as sales manager? You have only one customer, the military, period. 

Mr. Reisman. It takes several people to service it, too. 

Mr. Hésertr. The gentleman just testified he contacted various firms. 

Mr. Bassirr. He contacted various people to find out if there was 
anything we could do for them. He contacted North American, in 
connection with rockets that they might be developing for which we 
might provide a launcher. He contacted Hoffman Electronic & Tele- 
vision, which are interested in certain rocket work. 

Mr. Héperr. Then you want to change your statement, then, that 
your sole customer was the military ? 

Mr. Baspirr. We only have one customer at the present time, and 
we have had only one customer throughout this period. 

Mr. Harpy. You are trying to get some customers other than the 
military ? 

Mr. Bapprrr. That is right. We are trying to get other customers 
than the military. 

Mr. Reisman. Actually, what Mr. Babbitt is attempting to say, I 
believe, is the fact that we are trying to get whatever information we 
can on any new requirements for rocket launchers which obviously 
would be purchased by the military. And the other companies are 
the companies that are manufacturing the rockets, the different types 
of rockets. And if we learn of the different types of rockets being 
manufactured, obviously they require launchers. 

Mr. Heéperr. And up to this date you haven’t been successful in 
getting other customers than the military ¢ 

Mr. Bapprrr. No, sir; we are not successful. 

Mr. Héserr. And Mr. Durley has been with you since 1954? 

Mr. Bassirr. Since January 1, 1954, he has acted as my assistant. 

Mr. Hépert. It is now April 1955. 

Mr. Bassrrr. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Hépserr. And he hasn’t gotten you any other customers? 

Mr. Bassirr. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Héserr. All right, Mr. Courtney. 

Mr. Courtney. This is the final question: Does your company, or 
you, have any commitments whatsoever for any contingent fee or any 
future payment by reason of any contract which you have received or 
your company has received ? 

Mr. Reisman. None whatsoever. 

Mr. Courrney. I think that is all. 

Mr. Kunn. Just one question: Are you delinquent or up to date on 
your schedule on the production of the MA-3 ? 

Mr. Bassrrrt. I believe we are up to date. 

Mr. Kunn. You are up to date on that? So we can inject it inte 
the record at this time, Colonel Wilson, do you have the record of the 
production schedule with you ? 

Colonel Witson. Yes, I do. You want me to be sworn? 

Mr. Courtney. Put it in now. 
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Mr. Kuun. Let’s inject the schedule in the record. 

Mr. Courtney. Is it documented, Colonel ? 

Colonel Witson. No. It is not in such documentation to give to 
the committee as a document. 

Mr. Hésert. What was the answer? 

Mr. Kunn. He said they are not. We requested from the Air 
Force in documentary form the record of their production schedule, 
Century Industries’ production schedule on the MA-3. 

Mr. Héserr. Have you got it? 

Mr. Kuun. I understand Colonel Wilson has it with him. 

Mr. Heserr. Colonel. 

Colonel Witson. Yes; you wish me to be sworn, sir ? 

Mr. Héserr. You weren’t sworn yet. You will quote from the 
document in connection with this? 

Colonel Witson. I will, sir. 

Mr. H&perr. You swear you will tell the truth, the whole truth, 
and nothing but the truth, so help you God? 

Colonel Witson. I do. 

Mr. Héperr. Come around. 

Mr. Courrnry. Colonel, you want to sit near the reporter. 

Colonel, your full name? 


TESTIMONY OF COL. ELLIS H. WILSON, CHIEF OF THE AERO- 
NAUTICAL EQUIPMENT DIVISION OF THE DIRECTORATE OF PRO- 
CUREMENT AND PRODUCTION 


Colonel Witson. Ellis H. Wilson. 

Mr. Courtney. And your duties? 

Colonel Wixtson. Colonel, USAF. I am the Chief of the Aero- 
nautical Equipment Division of the Directorate of Procurement and 
Production. 

Mr. Courrney. And you are stationed at Dayton, Ohio? 

Colonel Wiutson. Headquarters, Air Materiel Command, Wright- 
Patterson Air Force Base, Ohio. 

Mr. Courtney. Now, you have been in the room while all the wit- 
nessed have been admonished ¢ 

Colonel Wiison. I have, sir. 

Mr. Courrney. Will you then give the statement that Mr. Kuhn 
asked for 4 

Colonel Wiison. The information that I have secured from the dis- 
trict office in Los Angeles has been that 200 were shipped in the 
month of February, 204 in the month of March, and through the 11th 
of April there had been approximately 700. The contract specifies 
that the first delivery should be accomplished 60 days after the re- 
ceipt of the contract by the contractor. ‘This was accomplished on the 
27th of October, when the contractor received his copy of the con- 
tract. 

Consequently, 500 should have been received or delivered in De- 
cember. 10,000 in 120 days from the receipt of the contract, or in 
the month of January, 10,000. 150 days after the receipt of the 
contract, or in the month of February, an additional 10,000. And in 
March, 20,000. 

Mr. Hésert. What does that total, Mr. Kuhn? 

Mr. Kuun. 45,000. 
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Mr. Heésert. 45,000 should have been delivered ? 

Colonel Wirson. No; that isn’t correct. It is 40,500. 

Mr. Kuun. Yes. 

Mr. Héserr. 40,500 should have been delivered as of this date? 

Colonel Wirson. As of the end of March. 

Mr. Héserr. As of the end of March? 

Colonel Winson. That is correct. 

Mr. Reisman. Assuming there were no—— 

Mr. Héserr. Wait a minute now. Wait a minute. 45,500—— 

Mr. Courtney. 40,500. 

Mr. Héperr. 40,500. Today is incometax day. [Laughter.] 40,500 
should have been delivered by the end of March? 

Colonel Wirson. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Héserr. Actually how many have been delivered ? 

Colonel Wixson. 404, sir. 

Mr. He&perr. 404? 

Colonel Wirson. That is correct. 

Mr. Hésertr. Would you say that is a performance according to 
contract ? 

Colonel Wirson. It is not, sir. I didn’t say that. 

Mr. Héserr. I didn’t say you said that. I said, would you say 
that. You say you would not say it. 

Mr. Retsman. Mr. Chairman, may I be heard 

Mr. Héserr. Wait a minute. Let’s go in an orderly fashion. 

Would you say in your opinion, Colonel, that that is a performance 
of the contract ? 

Colonel Wirson. No, sir. 

Mr. Hésert. All right. Now, what do you want to say ? 

Mr. Retsman. Mr. Chairman, this contract provides that after the 
initial 500 are delivered, the Air Force is to test 10 samples and they 
have 20 days within which time to notify the contractor of their 
approval or disapproval, and if they fail to express approval or dis- 
approval, the time to deliver the additional units is extended. I 
would like to quote from the contract. It reads, in part: 

In the event the Government fails to express its approval or disapproval 
within the time specified in paragraph A above, due solely to the Government’s 
failure to act, then the delivery schedules specified in part 2 (a) hereof is 
automatically extended to the extent of the Government’s delay. 

Now, it is our position that we have not—(confers with Mr. Bab- 
bitt)—until last Friday received word from the Government that 
they had been accepted. And that would extend the contract that 
number of days. And for that reason, it is obvious that we are not 
in default and that we are now producing at a higher rate per day, 
approximately 600 a day at the present time, and we will deliver—we 
could not produce more than 10,500 at any time within 60 days after 
we delivered the first 500 units. And as of the present time it is our 
position—and I think there can’t be any question about it—that we are 
not in default under the contract and that we will meet our delivery 
schedules as extended because of the fact that we have just received 
last week received a notice of acceptance. 

Mr. Heésert. Colonel Wilson. 
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Colonel Wirson. The contract specifies, as has been pointed out, 
sir— 
within 120 days after receipt by the contractor of a fully executed number of this 
contract, the Government shall express its approval or disapproval. 

However, the contractor was permitted to still produce 10,500 units. 

Mr. Baseirr. May I make one other point?) There were two meet- 
ings at Century Industries’ plant with the cognizant Air Force people 
and there were certain items necessary for us—that were Govern- 
ment-furnished items—to complete the manufacturing tests on, and 
the final one of these was not received until the 4th of March. 
Though every effort had been made on the part of both the Air Force 
and ourselves to expedite it, we couldn’t put any of the items in 
package though we had them on the floor in sufficient number, and 
I have photographic evidence of the quantities we have on our floor. 

Mr. Héserr. In other words, what you are saying is that the 
delivery or instructions to deliver would not become effective until 
after the Air Force had given you the instructions, but only after 
the tests had been made, is that correct ? 

Mr. Bassrrr. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Heéperr. Is that any different than the contract you had with 
the Navy on which we were talking this morning / 

Mr. Bassrrt. Yes, sir, completely different. 

Mr. Héserr. How different is that / 

Mr. Baseitr. Under the original Navy contract, we were supposed 
to—we received our shipping instructions originally in October, right 
after the delivery of the contract. 

Mr. He&eert. No. Iam talking about the steps of inspection. You 
delivered 37,000 units 

Mr. Bansirr. No. The original contract—may I—TI am sorry, sir. 

Mr. Hésert. If you answer my questions we will get along much 
better. You delivered 37,000 units of the 40,000-unit contract you 
had delivered to the Government, I mean to the Navy. At what 
period did you receive shipping instructions on the 37,000 which you 
delivered ? 

Mr. Bansirtr. At various times during the year, except for the first 
2,000 units which were automatically shipped, in the same way we 
are shipping the first—under contract 520F. 

Mr. Heépsert. When did they give you the shipping instructions, at 
what period? 

Mr. Basertt. The beginning of the contract, in October of 1953. 

Mr. Héperr. After the resident naval inspector inspected the 
jaunchers ? 

Mr. Bassirr. No, sir. May I point out one thing? I mean I am 
trying 

Mr. Héperr. I am trying to get this thing simple, too, because I 
don’t want to get more confused than we have been in 2 days around 
here. It is pretty difficult. That is why I say if you just answer these 
questions I think we can get along all right. 

After the naval inspector, the resident naval inspector O. K.’d the 
lot 

Mr. Bassrrtr. Right. 

Mr. Hésert. Then were the shipping instructions given to you by 
the Navy? 

Mr. Bassirt. At the first 2,000 units, yes. 
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Mr. Héserr. All right. Now the next 35,0007 

Mr. Bassrrr. Then the specification 86-13R was included, which 
then meant that a different procedure was to be set up, and then we 
were to receive it by wire—— 

Mr. Hezerr. We are not interested in details. All I am ashing you 
is when were the shipping instructions given? After the nava 

Mr. Bassrrr. After the test. 

Mr. Héperr. After the test 

Mr. Bassirr. Right. 

Mr. Héserr. Not after the naval inspector had passed. Now, this 
morning you testified and left with the committee the impression that 
these 3,000 which were standing on the floor there had been passed 
by the Navy inspector on your place, on that level of the plant. 

Mr. Bassrrr. That is right. 

Mr. Héserr. And that you were waiting then for shipping instruc- 
tions? 

Mr. Bassrrr. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Hézerr. So now it develops that the 35,000 prior—and I am 
excluding the first 2,000. 

Mr. Bassirr. Yes. 

Mr. Héserr. The 35,000 prior had only been ordered with shipping 
instructions after the test and not merely on the inspection by the 
naval inspector at the plant; isn’t that correct ¢ 

Mr. Baserrr. That is correct. 

Mr. Heéserr. So then leaving any impression with the committee 
which was said this morning, was that these had been accepted by 
the Navy and as a matter of fact they can’t be accepted by the Navy 
until after the tests. 

Mr. Reisman. As a matter of fact, Mr. Chairman, under the con- 
tract, under our contract they are accepted at our plant by the cogni- 
zant naval inspector. 

Mr. Heéserr. That is right. But the shipments are not ordered 
then? 

Mr. Reisman. That is true. 

Mr. Hézerr. The shipments are only ordered after the tests. 

Mr. Reisman. That was the Navy procedure. 

Mr. Hésert. That is correct. 

Mr. Reisman. That was the secondary Navy procedure. 

Mr. Héperr. So any indication at all that these 3,000 now under 
question have been accepted by the Navy for shipment is an erroneous 
impression ¢ 

Mr. Reisman. We didn’t mean to create any such impression. 

Mr. Héserr. I know you didn’t mean to create it. That is the 
reason I wanted to clear the record up. 

Mr. Reisman. If such impression was received by the committee, 
let’s clear the record up. What we intended to say and what we are 
saying again is the fact that under our contract it calls for the inspec- 
tion of these items at our plant by the cognizant naval inspector. 
These 3,000 as well as the other 37,000 were so inspected and accepted. 
Since the execution of the contract, another specification was written 
by the Navy which set up other testing procedure outside of our area 
of manufacture, and the 35,000 units that were subsequently accepted 
were accepted after the test. 
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Mr. Héserr. That is correct. So there is nothing unusual in the 
procedure with the 3,000 that you have on hand now. 

Mr. Reisman. We didn’t mean to so infer and if there is any such 
impression we want to clarify it. 

Mr. Heéserr. I know you didn’t want to mislead the committee and 
I wanted to give you the opportunity to clear it up. All right, Mr. 
Courtney. 

Mr. Courtney. I think that is all, gentlemen. 

Mr. Reisman. I would like permission to clarify one other matter. 
Mr. Chairman, since we are doing that now. 

I believe it was stated earlier at this hearing that there was no 
testimony before the committee that there had been any other failures 
by either of the other contractors. And it has been brought to my 
attention, although I wasn’t present yesterday—I have received a copy 
of the transcript and it has been brought to my attention that Admiral 
Harrison testified to the contrary. And in addition, I have other 
information—— 

Mr. Héserr. Wait a minute. Now to what extent did Admiral 
Harrison testify to the contrary ? 

Mr. Reisman. Admiral Harrison testified that to his information 
one of the other companies had two failures. 

Mr. Héserr. Two failures? 

Mr. Reisman. That is correct. So there is some evidence before 
the committee as to other failures. 

Mr. Héserr. We know. I want to clarify it from the committee’s 
side. We didn’t have the impression that they had no failures 
whatsoever. 

Mr. Reisman. In addition, Mr. Chairman 

Mr. Héxert. Now wait a minute. Now let’s get these things right. 
We said there was no evidence before the committee of any disintegra- 
tion. 

Mr.Retsman. Well, I would like to give the committee some evi- 
dence on that, then. 

Mr. Héserr. All right. 

Mr. Reisman. Because I do have evidence there were other disin- 
tegrations. 

Mr. Heéserr. All right. You have it and give us the name of the 
company. 

Mr. Reisman. Well, it is my understanding that the Cincinnati 
Industrial Finishing Co. did have some disintegration. 

Mr. Héserr. All right. What do you base that on and how many ? 

Mr. Reisman. I don’t have the exact count. 

Mr. Héperr. Who told you that? 

Mr. Retsman. Certain employees at our company. 

Mr. Héperr. Certain employees. What knowledge did they have? 

Mr. Retsman. Well, apparently they received this information from 
their various trips throughout the country in connection with this 
matter. Certain of our employees have been at the testing grounds. 

Mr. Héserr. That is the basis of your information ? 

Mr. Reisman. Yes, sir, that is the basis of our information. 

Mr. Héserr. All right. Anything further you want to clarify? 

Mr. Retsman. No. I just wanted to correct the impression that 
ours were the only ones that disintegrated. 
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Mr. Courrney. Mr. Chairman, I think the record should be made 
clear on the subject of test failures. The Navy Department repre- 
sentation to the committee is that of the other two manufacturers 
there were no failures in the case of one 

Mr. Gavin. In the case of what ? 

Mr. Courtney. In the case of one, which in this case happens to be 
the Cincinnati Industrial Corp. 

Mr. Reisman. Cincinnati Industrial Engineers. 

Mr. Courrney. And that there were two test failures for Radiant 
Manufacturing Co., of Chicago, likewise another producer, but that 
the two failures, with respect to the tests on Radiant had not to do 
with disintegration, but only with the failure of the firing mechanism. 

Mr. Bazerrr. May I at this time, sir, read one thing that caused 
me to make some statements, as part of the specific: ation on the Aero 
6A ¢ it is titled “Paragraph 4.2.6.1. Production lot samples, first 
retest. 





In the event any sample representing a production lot fails to pass the inspec- 
tion and test outlined in 4.2.3 herein, the contractor shall inspect and rework, 
if necessary, the entire affected lot. Upon contractor's certification that the 
affected lot is up to specification, twice as many samples selected at random by 
the naval inspector as originally submitted for the lot shall be tested in accord- 
ance with 4.2.3 herein. Should all of these samples pass the required tests, the 
lot represented thereby shall be considered acceptable. Should any of these 
samples fail, the entire lot represented thereby shall be held pending negotiations 
for disposition and/or salvage. 

Mr. Héperr. Mr. Hardy, you want to clear up a point / 

Mr. Bassrrr. This 

Mr. Hézerr. I am sorry. You weren't finished ¢ 

Mr. Bassrrr. This is the reason I said that we had 3,000 units on 
the floor in December, which were pending instructions for dispo- 
sition, rather than for anything else. 

Since that time, there has been a retest, which is now being evaluated, 
and of the retest four of the lots had under normal conditions passed 
the retest and two were still held. 

Mr. Heéserr. Mr. Hardy. 

Mr. Harpy. Colonel, 1 wanted to pursue just a second this question 
of delinquency in performance to this contract. It was stated that 
the Air Force had not advised whether or not the samples were satis- 
factory, until very recently. 

Colonel Wiison. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Now, it was also stated that the contract provided for 
an extension of time on deliveries pending the receipt of this informa- 
tion from the Air Force. Is that also correct ? 

Colonel Witson. It is correct, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Then would it be your interpretation that there is actu- 
ally no delinquency in deliveries? 

Colonel Wixson. Not quite, sir, because 

Mr. Harpy. Would you explain that, because I am a little bit mixed 
up, and I think that certainly ought to be one point that we could 
clear up. 

Colonel Witson. The delivery schedule had called, sir, if I can find 
it, for 500 to be delivered in December. Now, actually the tests were 
to be spelled out, within 100 days from the date of the delivery of the 
contract. 

Mr. Harpy. When would that bring it? 
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Colonel Wirson. Well, actually, 100 days would have brought it 
into February—February 7, roughly. So, actually, there could be 
deliveries of 500 and 10,000—500 in December and 10,000 in January— 
which would have brought it up to the full quantity of the item as 
spelled out. If I may read this portion of the contract: 

Pending such approval or disapproval by the Government of the contract, the 
contractor is hereby authorized to deliver to the Government the first 10,500 units 
called for in part 2 (a), delivery schedule hereof. In the event that such tests 
reveal discrepancies from exhibit requirements, the contractor shall make the 
necessary changes in fabricated and/or delivered rocket launchers to correct such 
discrepancy at no charge to the Government. 

Mr. Harpy. Now, let’s examine that for just a minute. It says the 
contractor is authorized to make deliveries up to 10,000; at least, that 
is what I understood. 

Colonel Witson. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. And it also says the contractor shall make such correc- 
tions as may be necessary to those which he has already built. 

Colonel Witson. That is correct. 

Mr. Harpy. So then the delivery is not mandatory under that 
language. 

Mr. Retsman. That is correct. 

Colonel Witson. Actually, that is correct, sir. 

Mr. Retsman. That is correct. 

Mr. Harpy. So, actually, technically he is not in—I am just trying 
to explore the thing to see just where we are—whether he really is delin- 
quent on the delivery. Under that interpretation it would seem to 
me he is not. 

Colonel Witson. Well, on that interpretation, I would have to agree, 
Mr. Hardy. 

Mr. Harpy. I think—in the interest of fairness, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Heéserr. Absolutely. 

Mr. Harpy. I just want to get the whole picture in here because on 
the basis of the authorization set up—— 

Colonel Witson. Right. 

Mr. Harpy. Which is not a requirement as I understood the lan- 
guage which you read. 

Colonel Witson. That is correct. 

Mr. Harpy. And actually a manufacturer is taking considerable 
risk of having to put himself to a lot of expense if he proceeds to 
manufacture on that schedule; isn’t that correct 

Colonel Witson. He could, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. That is all, Mr. Chairman. I think that clears up the 
point for my part. 

Mr. Reisman. Mr. Chairman, in addition—I would also like to 
point that, in addition to the paragraph which I previously read which 
extended the time for deliveries, there is another section in the con- 
tract, paragraph 22, dealing with Government-furnished property, 
which Mr. Babbitt referred to, and the delay in our obtaining this 
property again also extended the time for performance under the con- 
tract. This is what Mr. Babbitt referred to, and I might state, 
Congressman 

Mr. Harpy. There is just one question I wanted to get clear on this 
point—whether or not Century Industries is delinquent in its deliv- 











612 AIR FORCE PROCUREMENT OF ROCKET LAUNCHERS 


eries—and on the basis of the understanding that I have now, I would 
have to arrive at the conclusion that they are not delinquent yet. 

Mr. Reisman. That is correct, sir. . 

Mr. Harpy. Technically as of now. 

Colonel Witson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Of course, I think the Air Force is in a rather awkward 
position to give a little explanation as to why it has taken so long 
to say whether or not these things are acceptable. 

Colonel Witson. Sir, I think this can be explained as to when the 
deliveries were received. 

Mr. Harpy. Maybe I shouldn’t have asked him that, Mr. Chairman, 
because we have a whole lot of explanations going on around here. 

Colonel Witson. No, sir. I would prefer to refer that to Mr. 
Balch, sir, as far as the testing is concerned, for I cannot answer 
for that particular point. 

Mr. Heserr. That is all right. 

Mr. Harpy. It is all right. In fact, as far as I am concerned, 
vou can skip it. 

Mr. Héverr. Thank you very much, gentlemen. 

Mr. Courtney. Thank you, gentlemen, very much. Mr. Petersen. 

Your full name, Mr. Petersen, is 

Mr. Prerersen. Knute Petersen. 

Mr. CourrNry. Knute Petersen. 

Now, you have been in the room while we have been instructing the 
witnesses and you are familiar with your constitutional rights? 

Mr. Perersen. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Courrney. And you are also familiar with the right to counsel ? 

Mr. Prerersen. Yes, sir, I am. 

Mr. Courrnny. He is ready to be sworn, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Hésert. Do you swear to tell the truth, the whole truth and 
nothing but the truth in connection with this matter ? 

Mr. Prerersen. I do. 

Mr. Hipertr. So help you God? 

Mr. Perersen. I do. 

Mr. Courrnry. Mr. Petersen, you are from 








TESTIMONY OF KNUTE PETERSEN, VICE PRESIDENT, RADIANT 
MANUFACTURING CO. 


Mr. Perersen. Radiant Manufacturing Corp., Chicago. 

Mr. Courtney. Chicago, Il. 

Has your company been engaged in the manufacture of rocket 
launchers for the Navy Department ? 

Mr. Prrersen. Yes. We were 1 of the 3 manufacturers on the 
Aero 6A. We produced 40,000, and we are presently engaged on a 
contract for the additional 50,000 which were procured. 

Mr. Courtney. By the Navy Department ? 

Mr. Perersen. That is right. 

Mr. Courtney. Now, were both of those contracts awarded to you 
on competitive bid ¢ 

Mr. Perersen. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. In the case of the first increment of 40,000; has that 
contract been completed and delivery completed ¢ 

Mr. PerersEeNn. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Courtnry. And you have no pending claims, the Government 
against you or you against the Government, arising therefrom ? 

Mr. PETERSEN. No, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. With respect to the second contract for 50,000, was 
that awarded on open competitive invitation for bid ? 

Mr. PETERSEN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. And you were on the abstract the low competitive 
bidder ? 

Mr. PETERSEN. There were two bidders that were below us, but 
they were not qualified bidders. We were the low acceptable bidder. 

Mr. Courtney. How long has your company been engaged in 
business ? 

Mr. Perersen. Fifteen and a half years. 

Mr. Courtney. And you have been with the company for some 
length of time? 

Mr. PETERSEN. Yes, sir; I have been there almost 6 years. 

Mr. Courtney. What are your duties with the company, so we may 
generally understand them ¢ 

Mr. Perersen. I am manufacturing vice president and with the 
responsibility over manufacturing and engineering. 

Mr. Courtney. Did you have to do with the production of the 
rocket launchers under the first contract with the Navy Department? 

Mr. Perersen. Yes, sir; I did. 

Mr. Courtney. Did you have to do with estimating the costs and 
preparing the bid proposal ? 

Mr. PETERSEN. Yes, sir. I estimated the cost on the launcher. 

Mr. Courtney. Did you have to do with estimating the bid which 
resulted in your award of the 50,000-unit contract by the Navy 
Department ? 

Mr. Perersen. Yes. One of my duties is to do all of the estimating 
on any of the items on which we bid. 

Mr. Courtney. Now, are you familiar with an organization known 
as Century Industries ? 

Mr. Perersen. Yes; I am. 

Mr. CourtNEy. Have you had occasion to visit their plant? 

Mr. Prerersen. Yes; I have been there three times. 

Mr. Courrnry. Are you familiar with their processes and their 
procedures ¢ 

Mr. Perersen. Only the processes and procedures that they had at 
the time I was there. 

Mr. Courtney. Well now, will you describe those briefly to the com- 
mittee as you observed them ? 

Mr. Perersen. My first visit to Century was at the time of the 
original seminar when all the prospective bidders for the 120,000-unit 
contract were invited, at which time we were to be briefed on the tech- 
nical facets of the unit. We attended that seminar for 2 days. At 
that time Century Industries was not in production. I believe they 
were producing a 5,000-unit contract, which was not in production at 
the time. There were some operations that were being produced, but 
as far as being able to observe an overall operation, that wasn’t there. 

Mr. Courtney. Have you seen the operation at any time in the other 
two visits that you recall? 

Mr. Perersen. I have seen all of the operation stages which were 
described to me by Mr. Brock, who was at the time the general assembly 
supervisor, as I understood it. But I have not seen all of the opera- 
tions being performed. Some of the operations would be performed, 
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and there are some operations which were not running at the time I 
was there, and those operations were explained to me by Mr. Brock. 

Mr. Courtney. Now, Mr. Petersen, was your company, rather, or 
you, given an opportunity to submit a proposal on the launcher which 
is known as the MA-1? 

Mr. Petersen. No, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. Were you given an opportunity to present a pro- 
posal or submit a bid on the rocket launcher which is known as the 
MA-3? 

Mr. Perersen. No, sir. 

Mr. Courrney. Was the subject of the production of either of those 
two launchers ever discussed with your company by anyone repre- 
senting the Air Force ? 

Mr. Perersen. No, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. What was the first knowledge you had by your 
company that this contract had been awarded for an MA-3 rocket ? 

Mr. Perersen. The first knowledge we had that there was a contract 
awarded for the MA-3 launcher was sometime in December of 1954, 
at which time I was at Wright Field on other matters, and during the 
day that I was there I stopped in and saw Mr. Balch and met another 
gentleman there by the name of Mr. Powell, and I understood from 
my discussion with them that they had—that a contract had been 
awarded to Century Industries for 100,000 units. 

Mr. Courtney. That was your first acquaintance with the subject ? 

Mr. Perersen. Yes. 

My purpose in going there was to find out—in going to visit these 
particular gentlemen was to find out what the Air Corps thinking 
was regarding rocket launchers, because if they were going to procure 
them, we were interested in bidding. 

Mr. Courtney. Now, Mr. Petersen, your company is in production 
on the Navy 50,000-—— 

Mr. Kuun. Aero 6A. 

Mr. Courtney. Aero 6A ? 

Mr. Perersen. That is right. 

Mr. Courrnry. There has been some discussion here of disintegra- 
tion of rocket launchers of that particular type, Mr. Petersen. You 
were present in the room this morning ? 

Mr. Prrersen. Yes, I have been. 

Mr. Courtney. Are you familiar with that discussion this morning ? 

Mr. Perersen. Yes. I would like to strighten the record out on that 
particular point. 

Mr. Courrney. I wish you would. 

Mr. Prrersen. And that is that Radiant Manufacturing Corp. has 
had no failures at Shumaker. I am not familiar with all the failures 
at- Shumaker, but we have never had a failure at Shumaker in the 
firing test. 

Mr. Courtney. And that is the occasion on which you could discover 
disintegration; is that right? ‘ 

Mr. Perrersen. One of the failures would be disintegration, of 
course. 

Mr. Courtney. That is right. Those are the tests which are per- 
formed at Shumaker? 
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Mr. Perersen. That is right. 

Mr. Courtney. Your company has never had a failure there? 

Mr. Petersen. That is right. 

Mr. Courtney. Or any rejection of any of your units because of 
that 

Mr. Petersen. No, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. Have you examined the rocket launcher known as 
the MA-3? 

Mr. Perersen. Yes, I have. 

Mr. Courtney. And are you familiar with its construction and 
have you seen the plans on which it is drawn ? 

Mr. Perersen. What? 

Mr. Courrney. Are you familiar with the plans on which it is 
drawn ? 

Mr. Perersen. Yes, I am. 

Mr. Courtney. You have done that at the request of the committee ? 

Mr. Perersen. That is right. 

Mr. Bapsrrr. Those were—— 

Mr. Reisman. (Aside.) 

Mr. Bapsrrr. I am sorry. 

Mr. Courtney. Will you just describe to the committee, if you can, 
Mr. Petersen, the difference between the rocket launcher, the Navy 
type, which you are now producing and have produced, and the MA-3, 
as you have examined it / 

Mr. Prrersen. Well, to begin with, I would like to correct another 
impression that was made this morning, and that is the present MA-3 
can be used as a self-shipper, which it cannot be, as it now is consti- 
tuted. For that to be used as a self-shipper unit, something similar 
to what is used in the Navy unit would have to be applied, namely, 
cushion assemblies. 

The cluster assembly of the MA-3, of course, as Mr. Babbitt has 
described, is a different type of construction than that which is used 
on the Aero 6A. The MA-3 encompasses the use of aluminum 
extrusions, which tend to compensate for the outer casing which is 
used on the Aero 6A. The Aero 6A has rods and rod ends and 
has a fore and aft cushion assembly which is not present on the MA-3, 

The suspension system, of course, is obviously different. And 
from a cost point of view, my estimate, which is the estimate that 
our company would use if this were a competitively bid item, would 
be that there is essentially no greater cost involved in the production of 
the MA-~3 than there is in the cost of the Aero 6A. And our feeling 
right now is that if we were producing 100,000, that would result in 
i savings to the Government of well over $1 million. 

Mr. Courrnry. Now, Mr. Petersen, the committee would, I think, 
like to know the essential differences—for example, in quantities of 
material and in construction processes as you would experience as a 
manufacturer, so that they may compare the costs as described by 
you and as contained in the contract. 

_ Mr. Perersen. I am not entirely familiar with the packaging that 
is used on the MA-3, so I will have to confine my discussion to all 
phases of it, with the exception of that packaging. 
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I think the construction of the MA-3, as you see it here and as you 
see the Aero 6A, is pretty much of a standoff. I don’t think one 
costs much more than the other. 

However, the Aero 6A, we aren’t looking at the two-cushion 
assemblies, which are part of that unit, nor are we considering the 
palletizing which is a costly item involved with the Aero 6A. 

From an overall point of view, I would say that we are talking 
about like costs as far as material. 

Mr. Courrnry. In discussing the MA-3? 

Mr. Prerersen. Versus the Aero 6A. 

And that we are talking about probably a lesser labor cost of 
assembly. ; 

Mr. Courrnry. Lesser labor cost for the MA-3? 

Mr. Prerersen. Yes. 

Mr. Harpy. That would mean, then, Mr. Chairman, if I might, 
that in your judgment the MA-3 could be produced for less cost than 
the Aero 6A 4% 

Mr. Perersen. I prepared an estimate on which I say my company 
would base a quotation, and my estimate was a price to the Govern- 
ment of less than $26. 

Mr. Héserr. $26 for the “Smiley”? 

Mr. Perersen. That is right. 

Mr. Courtney. In quantities of 100,000? 

Mr. Prrersen. Or 50,000. 

Mr. Courtney. Or 50,000. 

Mr. Hénerr. But you were never given an opportunity to submit 
that figure to the Government, were you? 

Mr. Perersen. No, I submit it to the committee. 

Mr. Gavin. Submit it to what ? 

Mr. Perersen. To the committee. 

Mr. Héserr. To the committee, after we found out about the 
other. 

Mr. Courrnery. That in your opinion, then, is the fair and reason- 
able cost upon which your company, with its 15 years of production 
and its successful performance of 2 contracts for the Navy Depart- 
ment, would be willing to bid ? 

Mr. Perersen. We will take the order at that. 

Mr. Courrnry. And are you satisfied that you could make a fair 
and reasonable profit under those circumstances ? 

Mr. Perersen. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. May I be sure that we understand what we are talk- 
ing about? 

Does your estimate of that cost include the hangars and those 
aluminum extrusions ? 

Mr. Perersen. Yes, sir, complete unit. 

Mr. Courtney. The complete unit, excepting the package? 

Mr. Perersen. That is right. 

Mr. Courtney. But you wouldn’t change your price, would you, 
on account of the normal domestic packaging requirements ? 

Mr. Perersen. Well, in my price of less than $26, I assumed normal 
commercial packaging. I did not assume palletizing such as is used on 
the Navy contract. 
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Mr. Courrney. Such as is used in the Navy contract? 

Mr. Prrersen. That is right. The Navy contract—the units are 
shipped 18 per pallet, which is a wooden pallet. 

Mr. Courrney. And is that a greater cost than the cost on the MA-3 
for normal packaging ? 

Mr. Petersen. For normal commercial packaging, yes. 

Mr. Courrnry. Normal commercial packaging. 

(Mr. Courtney aside to the chairman.) 

Mr. Courtney. Have you had any conversation with any repre- 
sentatives of Century Industries respecting the production of rocket 
launchers ? 

Mr. Perrrsen. Yes. In my second visit at Century Engineering, 
Mr. Babbitt was generous enough to permit me to go through his 
plant, and I think I described that some of the operations were 
running and some weren’t. Also, in approximately July of 1954 
representatives of Century Industries 

Mr. Courtnry. Now, who were they, so we can fix it, the time and 
place? 

Mr. Perersen. I can’t say the names because I happened to be out of 
town at the time. But they were met and the information they 
gathered they gathered from our maintenance department which 
maintained the dip system, and from our supervisor at the plant in 
which we made the rocket launchers, a Mr. Silverman. 

The question of issue at that time was one of determining our dip- 
ping procedures, which is the procedure necessary to apply the ethyl 
cellulose coating. 

Mr. Courtney. That is the plastic coating ? 

Mr. Perersen. That is right. 

Mr. Courtney. And that is dipped in a vat; is it ? 

Mr. Perersen. There are two containers or vats of ethyl cellulose, 
and there is a curing area. It is a conveyor-type dip system, actually. 

Mr. Courtney. Yes. 

Mr. Perersen. And the question was one of determining what our 
procedures were for dipping. 

Mr. Courtnety. Now, did you have any other conversation with 
any representatives of the Century Industries company concerning 
the production of rocket launchers ? 

Mr. Perersen. I would say during the month of July—— 

Mr. Courtney. Of this last year? 

Mr. Perersen. Of 1954. A Mr. Chambers visited us and wanted to 
observe our assembly-line procedure because he told me that he was 
going to develop a conveyor-type assembly-line system for Century 
Industries. 

Mr. Courtney. Now, have you visited with any other representa- 
tives of Century Engineering in connection—Century Industries, con- 
cerning the production of rocket launchers, at any other time or 
place? 

Mr. Petersen. No, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. Do you recall any conversations with Mr. Babbitt 
having to do with getting into the production of the MA-1’s projected 
for the Air Force or any other work for the Air Force? 
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Mr. Perersen. I have those conversations from Mr. Eller, who was 
president of our company. 

Mr. Courrney. And what were the conversations about ? 

Mr. Petersen. Mr. Eller approached Mr. Babbitt on several occa- 
sions, as I understand it, to inquire as to what was being done to 
develop a unit for the Air Force, and Mr. Babbitt’s word to Mr. 
Eller on that subject was that he was taking care of it, and at the time 
a unit was approved by the Air Force, it would be made available to 
us and it would be a joint production venture. 

Mr. Courtney. Did you have any conversation with Mr. Babbitt 
or anybody representing Century Industries concerning the way in 
which rocket launchers could be produced for the Navy Department? 

Mr. Perrersen. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. And what was that conversation and when did it 
occur ? 

Mr. Perersen. During my second visit to Century Industries, after 
I had reviewed and observed their facilities, I talked to Mr. Babbitt 
and I was under the impression from the gist of his conversation that 
the rocket-launcher program was a tremendous program or would 
be, and that it was a program where he needed help to absorb the 
program and that he was looking to Radiant to work with him in that 
respect. Also, that regarding prices for rocket launchers, he felt the 
unit, as it was now being produced—and, incidentally, we were the 
lowest bidder and produced them for less money than the other two 
contractors 

Mr. Courtney. You are speaking now of the Navy 40,000-unit 
contract ? 

Mr. Perersen. Yes. 

Mr. Courrney. And you at that time had a contract price of—what 

vas it, $38.94? 

Mr. Prrersen. That is right, which was increased by $2.30, I be- 
lieve, when the palletizing became effective. 

Mr. Courtney. That is the packaging ? 

Mr. Perersen. That is right. 

Mr. Courrney. Proceed. 

Mr. Petersen. The original bid was submitted with no packaging. 

Mr. Courtney. That is right. 

Mr. Prerersen. The packaging was not available to any of the bid- 
ders at that time. 

Mr. Courtney. Allright. But you were the lowest of the 3 bidders 
then performing that 120,000 contract ? 

Mr. Perersen. Yes, sir. 

Mr. CourrNey. Among whom was Century 

Mr. Perersen. Yes. 

Mr. Courtney. And Cincinnati Industrial ? 

Mr. Perersen. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. Well, what conversation did you have? What ar- 
rangements were made between you ? 

Mr. PreTErsen. No arrangements were made between us. 

Mr. Courtney. What arrangements were suggested ? 

Mr. Petersen Mr. Babbitt felt that the unit price for the Navy 
launcher 6-A should be in the neighborhood of $50 and mentioned 
that changes would be submitted from time to time to the Navy which 
would bring the price of the launchers back up to $50. 
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Mr. Courtney. That who would submit changes ? 

Mr. Perersen. Century Industries. 

Mr. Courtney. And that the objective was to drive the price up to 
$50 ¢ 

Mr. Perersen. That is right. 

Mr. Courtney. What did you have to say to that conversation ? 

Mr. Perersen. We expressed no interest in that because while we 
are not particularly a philanthropic company, we are in business to 
make a profit. But it has to stand scrutiny. 

Mr. CourtNry. You were not interested in having change orders 
increase the price of your contract then being performed for the 
Navy? 

Mr. Perersen. That was my last visit to Century. 

Mr. Courtney. That was your last visit and last discussion? 

Mr. Petersen. That is right. 

Mr. Héserr. In other words, Mr. Petersen, Mr. Babbitt suggested 
to you that in this joint venture, and this overall broad program of 
the launching contracts, that you and he could work together, and 
between the two and the anticipated forcing of changes in the pro- 
gram that you all could together drive the price up to $50. 

Mr. Perersen. That was my impression. 

Mr. Courtney. Since that time, you have had no further dealings 
with any representative of Century Industries ? 

Mr. PerersEn. That is right. 

Mr. Héperr. You considered the time to call it quits, then ? 

Mr. PETERSEN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. Just one moment, Mr. Chairman, please. 

Mr. Courtney. I would like to ask you a question, Mr. Petersen, 
with respect to other rocket launcher developments in the industry 
with which you may be familiar, the so-called rocket launcher cluster 
being developed for or being projected for the 8-centimeter rocket, 
I believe they call it. 

Mr. Perersen. My only knowledge of it stems from a telephone 
call received approximately 30 days ago from a Mr. Baldwin of the 
Oerlicon Tool & Arms Co., located in Asheville, N.C. As I understand 
it, Oerlicon has developed an 8-centimeter rocket launcher which is to 
go into a 7-cluster assembly similar to the type that is now used, 
but which in overall diameter, in view of the larger diameter of the 
rocket itself, will be approximately an inch and a half to 2 inches 
larger in diameter. 

I was down in Asheville, N. C., last week to visit these people to 
find out specifically what they wanted. ‘They are interested in getting 
a price covering 3,900 rocket launchers of the 8-centimeter type, or 
for the 8-centimeter rocket, rather, and that price is to include the 
development cost, the tooling cost, and the production cost for the 
3,900 units. 

Now, it is my personal feeling if a proprietary right exists on the 
present MA-3, unit, that it is going to be costly for any company to 
produce a rocket launcher to fit this 8-centimeter program. 

However, I see no reason, after looking at the blueprints of the 
rocket itself, why a fairly simple modification of the MC-3 would not 
fit that program. 


61291—55——_7 











620 AIR FORCE PROCUREMENT OF ROCKET LAUNCHERS 


However, at the moment, we would have to develop a different sus- 
pension arrangement, a different detent, and in effect redesign a com- 
pletely different unit so that it would not infringe on the proprietary 
rights that are presently assumed to be owned by Century Industries. 

I mentioned Oerlicon. This would represent something that might 
cost as much as a half million dollars, whereas, if we could use some 
of the features that are present on the MA-3 I would say that this 
can be done for in the neighborhood of $200,000. 

Mr. Courtney. Now, I think I omitted one thing in questioning, 
Mr. Petersen. When you were inquiring at the Air Force with refer- 
ence to MA-1 as to when it was going to be put out for bid or into pro- 
duction was any discussion had with you as to the existence of pro- 
prietary rights in that unit or the MA-3? 

Mr. Perrerson. I asked the question and the answer received was 
one that it had not been determined as yet, and that no additional pro- 
curement would be forthcoming from Wright Field until the matter 
of proprietary rights had been determined. 

Mr. Courtney. With whom 

Mr. Perersen. And it was expected or the estimate at that time 
rather supposed that a bid would be out sometime in the month of 
February 1955. Of course, no such bid has ever been issued. 

Mr. Courtney. As a matter of fact, you now learn that a contract 
was let in October of 1954, for the MA-3. 

Mr. Perersen. I learned that during my first visit to Wright Field. 

Mr. Courtney. When did your conversation occur—when did the 
information come to you with respect to the Air Forces concern or 
delay over the question of proprietary rights in this new type rocket ? 

Mr. Petersen. Will you repeat the question, please ? 

Mr. Courtney. At what time, if you can recall, did the Air Force 
representative indicate to you that they were considering the pro- 
prietary interest matter? 

Mr. Petersen. Our first knowledge was in about December of 1954. 

Mr. Courrnry. About 1954? 

Mr. Perersen. Yes. 

Mr. Courtney. And with whom, by the way, did you have those 
conversations ¢ 

Mr. Perersen. Mr. Balch and a Mr. Powell, I believe. 

Mr. Courtney. And did the question of resolving the proprietary 
rights come up again in any of your solicitations at Wright Field? 

Mr. Perersen. I have not been back there since. 

Actually, Mr. Balch told me at the time that it was not his duty to 
determine the proprietary rights, that he was merely in the engineering 
phase of the rocket launcher program at Wright Field. 

Mr. Courtney. But he did tell you that that subject was under con- 
sideration. 

Mr. Perrrsen. I can’t say whether that was Mr. Powell or Mr. 
Balch, but they were both at the conversations and it came out of one 
or the other of them. 

Mr. Courtney. Now, what influence would the existence of pro- 
end rights in these rockets, the MA-3 or the MA-1 have in your 

idding on any such work? 

Mr. Perersen. Well, obviously, if Century Industries has a pat- 
ented item, for us to bid on a 2.75 rocket launcher, we would have to 
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us- ' develop a rocket launcher of our own that would not infringe upon 
m- _ the proprietary rights of the one owned by Century. 

ry j Mr. Courtney. Or pay the royalties; is that it / 

es. : Mr. Perersen. That is right. 

rht i Mr. Courrney. So the effect of that would be to exclude you from 
me _ bidding on the MA-3, if they exist. 

his i Mr. Prerersen. We were excluded. [| Laughter. ] 

Mr. Courtney. Yes; you were excluded. But the existence or claim 
1g; » of a proprietary right would be a matter of concern to a prospective 
er- _ bidder, would it not? 
ro- . Mr. Prerersen. Oh, surely. 
ro- Mr. Harpy. May I follow up right there? I want to understand 

| that. Mr. Petersen, at the time of your visit to Wright Field in De- 
yas f cember of 1954, you were first advised that a contract had been placed 
rO- ' by the Air Force with Century Industries; is that correct 
ter F Mr. Perersen. That is correct. 

Mr. Courrnry. Well, do I understand that the Air Force repre- 

' sented to you that the reason they didn’t consult you about the thing 
me was that they were concerned about proprietary rights of Century ? 
of Mr. Perersen. No; I don’t think I said that. 

Mr. Courtney. I don’t think you did, either. But 
act | Mr. Prerersen. The question came up as to the probable issuance 
of a bid for an additional requirement of rocket launchers over and 
ld. above the 100,000 that we found out at that time were already in the 
he works. 
or I was left with the impression that any additional bid was held 
ot ? pending determination of whether or not proprietary rights existed 
on the MA-3. 
"ce Mr. Courrney. Well, now, the fact that you were making this other 
rO- | one for the Navy which embodied most of the patents I would assume 
| that are involved in the “Smiley”—is that right ? 
D4, / Mr. Perersen. I am not an attorney and I can’t say how much of 


_ what is in the MA-3’s of a patentable feature. The two units are 
basically designed to accomplish the same thing. They both fire the 
Se ' same size rocket, and they both have to have essentially the same type 
| of detent, although in the area on 6A and the Aero 6A and the MA—> 
there is a design different in the detent but it certainly does not change 


ry Tt the function of the detent. 
| i Mr. Courtney. In other words, the question was really a question 
; [ asto whether the MA-3 and the Aero 6A—whether or not there were 
to + some proprietary rights in one that did not exist in the other; is that 
ng ' correct ? ' 
: Mr. Perersen. No discussion at that time was made concerning 
n- / proprietary rights existing around the Navy unit. Our only interest 
- as far as Wright Field was concerned was one of whether or not they 
{r. _  -were going to procure more launchers. 





ne : Mr. Courtney. Well, the Navy had given you some assurance that 
| you would be protected against suit from Century ; hadn’t they ? 

‘O- : Mr. Perersen. On the Aero 6A. 

ur i Mr. Courtney. Yes; on the Aero 6A. 


Mr. Prrersen. Oh, surely. 
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Mr. Courtney. Then if there were any proprietary rights in the 
MA-3—it precluded the Air Force from contracting or negotiating 
with you for either manufacture—— 

Mr. PETERSEN. Yes. 

Mr. Courtney. Then it had to be different from the Aero 6A. 

Mr. Prerersen. Oh, it is different. 

Mr. Courtney. Well, that is just the point I am getting at, whether 
or not there were features 

Mr. Petersen. Pardon? 

Mr. Courtney. The point I was trying to get at is whether or not 
the question of proprietary rights hinged around features of the MA-3 
which were not embodied in the Aero 6A. 

Mr. Perersen. Well, that particular point was not discussed but 
I assume that is true. Obviously, the proprietary rights had to be 
around some things that were not present in the Aero 6A. 

Mr. Courtney. Did the Air Force offer that particular reason for 
not having at least consulted with you people with respect to their 
initial procurement of 100,000 

Mr. Prrersen. No; they did not. 

Mr. Courtney. Did they give you any reason for not contacting 
you! 

’ Mr. Perersen. No, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. Did you inquire as to how it happened they had 
let a big contract like that—there were three people making and you 
hadn’t been consulted as one of the people that were making a similar 
item ? 

Mr. Perersen. No; I did not make those inquiries. I went back 
to Chicago and discussed it with Mr. Eller, who is president of our 
company, and from that point on, the matter as far as our company 
was concerned, was more or less dropped. 

Mr. Courtney. Now, that is a good-sized piece of business. It 
looks like, if I had been representing a company that had that 
kind of product, I would be a little bit irked if an agency of the 
Government didn’t give me a look in on the procurement. 

Mr. Perersen. Oh, we are irked. [ Laughter. ] 

We are not denying that. 

Mr. Courtney. You were not sufficiently irked to ask them how 
come ¢ 

Mr. Petersen. A contract had been issued and from our point of 
view, we felt that there wasn’t much we could do about it inasmuch 
as a bona fide contract had been issued. 

But we were waiting for an additional procurement to come out 
which we understood at the time of my visit there in December would 
be forthcoming within about the next 60 days. 

To date, no such procurement has been made available. 

Mr. Courtney. So you were willing to let that ride and not argue 
with them about having made a mistake before, if they corrected it 
rext time. 

Mr. Perersen. I think we would have tried our best to correct it 
the second time around. [| Laughter. ] 

Mr. Harpy. That might be a good approach. 
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Mr. Courrney. As I understand it, the alleged procurement for 
February has not come about. 

Mr. Perersen. That is right. 

Mr. Courtney. And you are still waiting to hear? 

Mr. Prrersen. To my knowledge, there is no procurement at 
Wright Field other than the 100,000 of the MA-3 for which Century 
has a contract, and I do not believe that Oerlicon has a contract for 
8-centimeter rockets and launchers, but I believei t is in the proposal 
stagea nd Oerlicon feelst hat such a contract will be forthcoming and 
they want to fortify themselves, and have a launcher ready to go 
along with the rockets, 

Mr. Gavin. May I ask a question ? 

Mr. Heéperr. Yes, Mr. Gavin? 

Mr. Gavry. Do you thing the Air Force will ultimately clarify 
these proprietary rights or patents to determine whether or not they 
are specialized for one particular corporation or whether other peo- 
ple are going to be given an opportunity to bid? Has the Air Force 
indicatedt o you that this question of proprietary rights or patents 
is going to be resolved so other concerns will be given an opportunity 
to bid? 

Mr. Perersen. No. sir. They indicated that the matter was pend- 
ing as to whether or not proprietary rights existed. 

No discussion was held as to whether or not they were going to 
clarify it or not. As far as I am concerned—to answer your first 
question, do I think they should, the answer is yes, I think they 
should clarify the issue of proprietary rights. 

Mr. Gavin. Then you could determine whether there was any possi- 
hility of your securing any business from the Air Force or you were 
out that particularly line of competition; is that right? 

Mr. Perrrsen. If the MA-3 is not a proprietary item, we can be 
very competitive in that field, and I am certain that on a competitive 
basis we would get our share of the business. 

There is nothing in the MA-3 that we are not equipped to do. 

Mr. Courtney. Mr. Petersen, I would like to ask you a question 
on inspection by the Navy Department on the work that you did on 
the 40,000 and are presently doing on the 50,000 units. 

Mr. Perersen. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. Just describe, if you will, to the committee the type 
of inspection that you receive and how you perform the contract on 
inspection. 

_ Mr. Perersen. Are you talking from the viewpoint of Government 
inspection ? 

Mr. Courtney. Yes, sir. : 

Mr. Perersen. We have a resident inspector who is responsible for 
all of the Government work which is within our plant. One of his 
duties, of course, is the Aero 6A rocket launcher. As such, he worked 
with our inspection department to set up the necessary quality control 
procedures and quality safeguards which are necessary to fabricate 
all of the components which go into the launcher. 

From that point on he also shares the responsibility of determining 
that our assembly procedures are producing launchers within specifi- 
cations. 
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Another one of his duties: After each lot is produced, the lot being 
approximately 500 launchers, one of his duties is to see that 2 random 
samples are selected from the 500 launchers, which samples are sub- 
mitted to Brown & Mole, Inc. 

These people are located in Copiague, Long Island. The two sam- 
ple units are then submitted to test by Brown & Mole to determine 
whether or not the unit is wired properly and whether or not it appears 
it will fire; it is droptested and submitted to a complete physical 
strength check, you might say. 

Brown & Mole then ships the units to Shumaker Field, Ark. Shu- 
maker Field, Ark., tests them. The report from Shumaker Field is 
then returned to the Navy Bureau here in Washington and we are 
notified through our local inspection office on wire from the Bureau 
in Washington whether or not the lots have passed test. 

We then ship after approval not only by Brown & Mole but by 
Shumaker. After the units are approved by Shumaker Field, then 
we have approval to ship. 

Mr. Courtney. I would like to ask you one question about this 
matter of disintegration. Are there any hazards, other than disin- 
tegration, involved in such a collapse as that, that might damage or 
injure persons? 

Mr. Prrersen. I would think so because disintegration implies 
somewhat of a spontaneous action. Ifthe disintegration occurs before 
the 7 rockets have fired, it is possible under the disintegration for 
the intervelometer circuit to be broken, which means that any number 
less than 7 launchers will not fire, and they will be retained in the 
launcher package in whatever condition it is left in. 

These rockets, I presume, can either drop—it is also possible, I pre- 
sume, that the launcher package itself cannot be jettisoned, in which 
case a pilot would have to come down with whatever he has hanging 
under his wing, and that might include a few rockets. 

Mr. Courtney. So you regard disintegration or collapse of the 
jacket as a very serious defect in the rocket ; do you? 

Mr. Perersen. I would not want to fly a plane that had that type 
of launcher package on it. 

Mr. Courtney. And you are speaking now as a manufacturer, know- 
ing the gadget itself. 

Mr. Perersen. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kunn. Mr. Petersen, could you tell us how much it would cost 
you to palletize that or prepare it for overseas shipment ? 

Mr. Courtnry. The MA-3? 

Mr. Kuny. The MA-3. 

Mr. Courtney. Do you have an opinion? 

Mr. Perersen. No. IT don’t think because T am not familiar with 
the method that would be required and the Government expects that 
would have to be met to do that packaging. 

Mr. Hésert. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Courtney. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Héperr. Mr. Petersen. 

Mr. Retsman. Mr. Chairman, since certain statements have been 
made—— 

Mr. Heésert. We will give you an opportunity. 

Mr. Retsman. I would like an opportunity to refute them. 

Mr. Hésert. Yes, sir. 
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ing Mr. Courtney. Thank you, Mr. Petersen. 
om Mr. Knoebel ? 
ub- Your full name, Mr. Knoebel ? 
Mr. Knorzex. James K. Knoebel. 
m- Mr. Courrnry. Mr. Knoebel, you have been in the room and you 
ine ! have heard the admonition to witnesses and you are familiar with 
ars your rights ? 
cal Mr. Knoeren. Yes, sir. 
Mr. Courtney. Be sworn. 
1u- Mr. Héserr. Do you swear to tell the truth, the whole truth, and 
| is ' nothing but the truth, in connection with the matter before the com- 
ure | mittee, so help you God ? 
ALU Mr. Knoenet. I do, sir. 
Mr. Covurrney. Mr. Knoebel, your business and your residence? 
b 
aa TESTIMONY OF JAMES K. KNOEBEL OF CINCINNATI INDUSTRIAL 
FINISHING CO. 
his wis 
in- Mr. Kworpet. I am situated with the Cincinnati Industrial Finish- 
or ing Co., in Cincinnati, Ohio. 
Mr. Courtney. And you live in Cincinnati? 
ies Mr. Knorpet. Yes, sir. ad: 
re Mr. Courtney. Mr. Knoebel, were you connected with the Cincin- 
for nati Industrial—what is it, Finishing Co. ? 
er Mr. Kwnoesren. Yes, sir. 
he Mr. Courtney. Industrial Finishing Co., during the performance 
of a contract with the Navy Department to build 40,000 units? 
re- Mr. Knorpet. I was, sir. 
ch Mr. Courtney. Has that contract been completed ? 
ng ; Mr. Knorpen. Yes, sir. 
P Mr. Courtney. Have your units been accepted ? 
he Mr. Kwnorpet. In full, sir. 
i Mr. Courtney. Did your company have any failures or any re- 
pe jects because of defect in performance ? 
: Mr. Kwnorepet. None, sir. 
w- i Mr. Courtney. Are you familiar with the proposed acquisition by 


the Air Force of a rocket launcher known as the MA-1? 
/ Mr. Kwnorseu. I am now, sir. 
st | Mr. Courtney. You are now, sir? 

Did you learn at some time that the Air Force was about to pro- 
cure some additional rocket launchers ? 

Mr. Kwnorpet. I learned that they were going or contemplating 
purchasing rocket launchers. 
th Mr. Courtney. Had you solicited the right to bid or to submit pro- 
at 5 posals on this projected requirement ? 

Mr. Kwnoeset, I did, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. And whom had you visited and to whom had you : 
called upon and where? 

Mr. Kworsex. I think my first visit was in April of 1954—-— 

Mr. Héperr. One minute. We are speaking of the “Smiley”? 

Mr. Courtney. We are speaking of the MA-1. 

Mr. Harpy. MA-1. 

Mr. Kworser, I am sorry. I thought you meant did I solicit the 
Air Force. 
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Mr. Courtney. Did you solicit the Air sa is the question. 

Mr. Knorsen. Referring to the “Smiley” 

Mr. Courtney. For any kind of work in oubheutton with rocket 
launchers ? 

Mr. Hésert. No, this is the “Smiley” we are talking about. 

Mr. Harpy. You didn’t get to the “Smiley” yet. 

Mr. Courtney. You didn’t get to the “Smiley” yet. 

(Courtney confers with the chairman.) 

Mr. Courtney. Did you solicit the Air Force and commence with 
your first solicitation of the Air Force for an opportunity for your 
company to bid on rocket launchers? 

Mr. Kwnoese. The first solicitation and contact with the Air Force 
that I personally made I believe was in April of 1954. 

Mr. Courtney. April of 1954. 

Mr. KNorpeEL. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. And where was that and whom did you contact? 

Mr. KNorse.. This was Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, and I 
contacted a Mr. Beck. 

Mr. Courtney. And do you know what his assignment was? 

Mr. KNnopset. At that time, I understood he was heading up the 
procurement of the rocket- launcher program, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. Of the rocket-launcher program ? 

Mr. KNoEBEL. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. Now, at that time did you know the particular type 
of launcher that was going to be purchased / d 

Mr. KNOEBEL. No, : sir. 

Mr. Courtnery. You merely knew that it would be a rocket launcher? 

Mr. KNogsBew. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. Now, continue and tell us what discussions you had 
and what information was given you. 

Mr. KNoese.. The information at that time, sir, was the Air Force 
was contemplating procurement on some type of rocket launcher. 

Mr. Courtney. You learned this from Mr. Beck? 

Mr. KNOEBEL. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. What did you learn about the type? 

Mr. KNoese.. The type was still under consideration. Nothing had 
been definitely established as to what they were going to purchase. 

At that time, the conversation went along these lines, that they 
were contemplating possibly the purchasing of 150,000 units. They 
were looking strongly to the Aero 6A. And the reason for it was 
given that the rocket launchers at that time would be assigned to the 
Air National Guard more or less for practice purposes, and later on 
they would go into the development of a rocket launcher to be used 
on all types of Air Force planes. 

Mr. Courtney. Now, you fix the first of these conversations as some- 
time in April of 1954? 

Mr. KNogEpeL. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. Did you know that the Air Force was at that time 
testing any type of rocket launcher? 

Mr. KNoEBEL. No, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. Did anyone so advise you? 

Mr. Kwnogsex. No, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. Did you see any specifications at any time 
thereafter ? 
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Mr. KNOEBEL, Yes, sir. 
Mr. CourtNEY. Relating to a proposed rocket launcher ? 
ket Mr. Knorpen. Yes, sir. oe 
! Mr. Courtney. When and what specification did you see and where 
did you see them ? 
Mr. Knorseu. I believe, sir, it was in the latter part of May of 1954. 
I again visited Mr. Beck and the statement went along these lines: 
“You must be a mindreader because look what I have in my hands,” 
ith and he had a set of specifications at that time. 
He said, “These are going to be sent out this week, but there is a 


om couple of minor changes that are to be made in them and the gentleman 
oe who is to make them has been ill this week but they definitely will be 
changed and mailed out next week. 
Mr. Courrney. Did he indicate to you that they would be mailed 
out to your company / 
t? Mr. KNorneL. Yes, sir. 
I Mr. Courtney. Was your company listed as a prospective bidder? 
Mr. Knogseu. Yes, sir. 
Mr. Courtney. And interested in this procurement ? 
a Mr. Kwnorsen. Yes, sir. bar nea; 
| Mr. Courtney. Did you read the specification ? 


Mr. Knorset. I glanced through them hurriedly, sir; yes, sir. 
Mr. Courtney. Do you have an opinion as to whether or not they 
es would be adequate for you, to your company, to have bid upon ¢ 
P Mr. Knorsen. We could have, sir; yes, sir. 
Mr. Courtney. What, then, next transpired with respect to this 
procurement ¢ 





rt Mr. Knorser. Naturally at that time I was very happy. 

ad It looked like the Air Force was going to get the program underway. 

4 And we had been told that the specification would be sent out. 

aes As a matter of fact, I guess I was trying to race ahead of everybody 
else a little bit because I said, “Well, if they are going to be sent out 
would you have any objections if I took a set of these along with me 
now ?” 

Ansaver to that, sir, was, “Well, no, because when we do send these 
d out we want everybody in the field who is going to bid on this thing 

“ to have an even start.” 

pat He referred to it as a horserace. He said, “When we open the gates 

ey we want everybody to start even.” 

ey I said, “That is good enough for me.” 

he Mr. Gavin. This is Mr. Beck ¢ 

ma Mr. Knorpew. Yes, sir. 

= Mr. Gavin. You didn’t contact this Mr. Balch or Mr. Powell that 

ed were referred to by the previous witnesses, did you / 

Mr. Knoesev. Not at that time, sir; no. 

- Mr. Courtney. All right. Now carry on from there. What next 
transpired in your solicitation of the Air Force for an opportunity 
to bid ? 

ne 


Mr. Knoepev. Well, I returned to Cincinnati and awaited the re- 
ceiving of these specifications and after a while—I would say a couple 
of months. 

Mr. Courtney. You would say a couple of months after that ? 
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Mr. Knorsen. We hadn’t received them. In the meantime I had 

made a couple of calls inquiring in regards to the specification. They 
said, “Well, they hadn’t been completed, ” and they hadn’t decided 
whether they would go toa round- or a hex-shape package ; until they 
could pinpoint the package in regards to the hex or the round shape, 
they were withholding the mailing of these specifications. 

Mr. Courtney. Now who told you that ? 

Mr. Kwnorpen. That was Mr. Beck again, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. And when was the next conversation you had in 
respect to this procurement ? 

Mr. Knorsev. In the meantime—our next conversation pertaining 
to the Air Force was when three gentlemen from Wright Air Force 
Base visited our plant in Cincinnati to inspect it. 

Mr. Courrney. And that was when? 

Mr. Kwnorset. I am not sure, sir. I think that was in June. 

Mr. Courtney. Of 1954? 

Mr. Kwoepreu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Courrney. And did they make a thorough inspection of your 
plant ? 

Mr. Knorset. We showed them everything that we had and we 
were in production. We held nothing back from them whatsoever. 

Mr. Courrney. Were you in production of the Navy 40,000 units? 

Mr. Knorpseu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. Well, carry on from there. What next did you 
learn from the Air Force in respect of this procurement ? 

Mr. Knoeset. Well, if I may use Mr. Babbitt’s reference of a while 
ago, the scuttlebutt was in July that Mr. Babbitt was obtaining a 
contract. My thought along those lines was it was impossible, because 
I had personally been up there myself and had a talk with procure- 
ment and had been assured that this horserace was going to get off 
even and nobody was going to jump the gun. 

And I kept denouncing everyone who ‘said, “Well, wait and see if he 
is going to have this contract.” 

Mr. Courtney. Now with whom were you talking? 

Mr. Knorpset. As I said, sir, it was scuttlebutt at the time. 

Mr. Courtney. You were still following through asking about the 
contract and when it was going to be offered for bids? 

Mr. Kwnorpet. In the meantime, sir, I had been making telephone 
calls, oh, I would say, once a month, hoping to learn when the Air 
Force was going to make their original move on the procurement. 

Mr. Courtney. All right. Now tell us what next transpired in 
order of time? 

Mr. Kwnorser. I am trying to think of the month, on the next time 
I went up there, sir. I believe—I had heard the rumor that the con- 
tracts had been let. 

Mr. Courtney. You had gotten the rumor that the contracts had 
been let ? 

Mr. Knorsen. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Courrnry. Did you know the size or the price? 

Mr. Knorpev. I did not know the price, sir, from the rumor, but I 
did know the size; the quantity of it was 100,000 units. 

Mr. Courtney. And that was the first information you had had of 
any procurement ? 

Mr. Knorpen. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Courtney. Then what did you do? 
Mr. Knorse. I immediately drove to Wright-Patterson Air Force 
Base, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. And to whom did you talk? 

Mr. Kwnorset. I met with Colonel Mundee. 

Mr. Courtney. And who else? 

Mr. Knorset. There was a Mr. Powell and Mr. Beck. There were 
two other gentlemen representing the Air Force, a major, Air Force 
major, and another civilian, sir, that I do not recall their names. 

Mr. Courtney. What was your conversation at that time? 

Mr. Knorset. No. 1, asked them point blank if a contract had been 
let. 

Mr. Courrney. To whom did you address that question ? 
Mr. Knorsen. Colonel Mundee was heading up the meeting, sir. 


Mr. Courtney. This occurred at Dayton, Ohio? 
Mr. Knorset. Dayton, Ohio, Wright-Patterson Air Force Base. 
Mr. Courrnrey. What was said to you and what did you say ? 


Mr. Knoenet. He said the contract had been let and it was posted on 
their bulletin board. And I said, “Well, I thought we were all going 
to have a chance to bid on this thing.” When ‘T said “all,” I meant 
the three manufacturers who at that time were presently engaged in 
manufacturing—not presently engaged in manufacturing as we had 
all finished our contracts. 

We were all tooled and could have submitted a comparatively low 
bid, I think, since all of our tooling costs had been more or less charged 
against the Navy, sir. I asked why it was let in the manner that it 
was, and the answer was that they had an emergency procurement. 

Mr. Courtney, Who said they had an emergency procurement ? 

Mr. Knorset. Colonel Mundee, sir. 

Mr. Courrney. Colonel Mundee told you at that time they had an 
emergency procurement ? 

Mr. Kwnorsen. That is right. 

Mr. Courtney. And this—fix the time as nearly as you can. 

Mr. Knoepen. The first week in December, I would say. It was in 
December. I think it was around the 5th or 6th of December, sir. 

Mr. Courrney. All right. Now continue. What else transpired 
during that conv ersation ! 

Mr. Knorsert. Well, I asked them several questions along the lines 
of how they could let a contract like that w ithout putting it out on 
bid and the answer was on the emergency requirement, and I said 

Mr. Courtney. Now, this is Colonel Mundee talking? 

Mr. Knorsen. This is Colonel Mundee. 

Mr. Courtney. Or who is talking? 

Mr. Knorset. This is Colonel Mundee, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. The answer was that under the emergency require- 
ments. 

Mr. Knorsev. Under the emergency requirements that they had 
received, the only thing they had to turn to at that time was the 
packages which had been submitted and approved by Century In- 
dustries, and I said, well, it seems rather unfair because back in May 
of 1954 I personally had brought a package to Wright-Patterson Air 
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Force Base and was willing to give it to the Air Force for test pur- 
pose—— 

Mr. Courtney. Had you brought a unit there at that time? 

Mr. KNoepe.. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. Did you have any proprietary rights attached to 
it? 

Mr. KNnoeset. No, sir. 

Mr. Courrney. Did you ask to have the unit examined and tested? 

Mr. Kwnorsen. I talked with Mr. Beck, sir, and asked him if he 
thought it would be possible if we could get this one, and he said he 
didn’t think so, because they had their specifications ready to go. 

Mr. Courtney. But you nevertheless had on your own and on your 
own money, or the company’s money, presented a unit for considera- 
tion by the Air Force? 

Mr. Knoeser. Yes, sir. It was a version 

Mr. Courtney. And that was when? 

Mr. Knorpe.. May of 1954. 

Mr. Courtney. May of 1954? 

Mr. Knogpeu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Courrney. That is when the subject of specifications came up ? 

Mr. Knoesex. That is right. 

Mr. Courtney. All right. Now continue from there if you will. 

Mr. Knorse.. I was informed then they would answer anything 
that I would ask, with one exception. They went on record as say- 
ing that they had the plans and specifications all drawn and were 
ready to mail them to several companies to bid on this procurement, 
companies other than the presently tooled manufacturers. 

Mr. Courtney. You mean companies other than yours? 

Mr. Knorsex.. Other than the three of us who had completed con- 
tracts for the Navy. 

I said, “Well, then, if you were all set and you had them, why 
didn’t you send them out ?” 

They said, “We were directed to procure from Century Industries.” 

Mr. Courtney. Now who told you that the Air Force was directed 
to procure from Century Industries? 

Mr. Knoeset. Mr. Powell, sir. 

Colonel Witson. Powell. 

Mr. Courtney. How do you spell it? 

Colonel Witson. P-o-w-e-]-l. 

Mr. Courtney. Were others present when he made that statement 
to you? 

Mr. KNorpen. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Courrnry. Did you ask him who had directed the Air Force 
to procure from Century Industries ? 

Mr. Knogpset. I did, sir. 

Mr. Courtnry. And what was his answer ¢ 

Mr. Knoepet. His answer was they would answer anything I would 
ask them with that one exception. The only thing they would tell 
me at that time was that they had been directed by the Pentagon to 
procure this package that Century Industries had developed, tested 
and approved for the Air Force. 

Mr. Courtney. Now any other parts of that conversation that you 
have overlooked? Anything else transpire? 
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Mr. Knoeset. I know I tried to get the name of the person who 
had signed the directive. hana 
Mr. Courrney. Did you ask who had signed such a directive 
to Mr. Knorsew. I did. 
Mr. Courtney. Was there any discussion with you as to a change 
in regulations permitting a type of this contract, a type of contract 


dd 2 such as you learned had been given to Century Industries ¢ 

he Mr. Knorpet. I think, sir, that I had made the statement that 

he although I am not a military man, and I didn’t know the regulations, 
that I didn’t think that under the armed services regulations, they 

ur could make a procurement of that sizew ithout going out on a com- 

ra- petitive bid. 


Mr. Courtney. You expressed that opinion / 

Mr. Knoese.. I did, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. To whom / 

Mr. Kwnorpset. Well, at that time the same group, Mr. Powell, 
Colonel Mundee, Mr. Beck, and as I said, the major 

Mr. Courtney. What was the answer given to you and who made 

ip? the answer? 

Mr. KNorpet. They opened a book and turned to certain pages and 

they said, “Now you are wrong there, because these regulations have 





ng been changed.” I recall the sheet they showed me the regulation was 
Ly- dated October 15, 1954, sir. 

ere Mr. Courtney. And they referred to a page of regulations dated 
nt, October 15, 1954. 


Mr. KNogpet. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. As the authority for entering into this procurement, 
on- is that correct ? 

Mr. Knorset. That is right, sir. 


hy So then, I said, “May I ask when the contract was let to Century 
Industries ?” 

s.” Mr. Courtney. And what answer was given to you and who gave it ¢ 

ed . Mr. Knorset. I think Mr. Powell answered that, sir, and gave me 


. . . . . 5 . 
October 29. And with my evil mind, I said, “That is rather a coin- 


cidence, because the regulations were changed”—I will admit I had 
an evil mind at that time, sir. [Laughter.| That the regulations 
were changed on the 15th of October and the contracts were given 
to Century Industries on October 29, 1954. 
nit Mr. Courtney. Now, your last conversation on this subject was in 
December, I think you indicated, and you have narrated that con- 
versation ¢ 
ce Mr. KNorpet. Yes, sir. 
Mr. Courtney. What has happened to your company since this 
procurement ¢ 
Mr. KNnorsew. Since that time, sir, we have been forced to sell our 





ld i equipment. We still retain the name of our company. 
ell : Mr. Courtney. But you have sold the equipment which would 
to . produce launchers? — ° 
ed F Mr. KNoeBeL. Yes, sir. 

4 Mr. Courtney. And you have for that purpose gone out of business; 
ou | have you? 


Mr. KNogsen. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Courtney. Did your company bid, Mr. Knoebel, on the 50,000 
procurement for the Navy which was awarded finally to Century— 
to Radiant Manufacturing Co. ? 

Mr. Kwnorper. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. And do you recall what your price was? 

Mr. Knorsex. Yes, sir. I think it was $28.80. 

Mr. Courrney. And that is the unit that is here identified as the 
Aero 6A? 

Mr. KNorpeu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. Now you are familiar with the construction of that 
unit; are you ? 

Mr. Kworpet. Fairly well, sir; yes, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. Did you observe the production as it was carried on 
in your plant? 

Mr. Knorpet. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Courrney. Have you examined the launcher that is known as 
the MA-3 here in this room? 

Mr. Knorpen. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Courrney. Are you familiar with that ? 

Mr. Kwnorsen. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Courrney. Could you form an opinion based on your experi- 
ence in the production of the Aero 6A as to what your company would 
consider a fair and reasonable price for the production of that rocket 
launcher in quantities of 100,000, in a 100,000 quantity ? 

Mr. Knoesen. Sir 

Mr. Courrnry. MA-%, I am talking about. 

Mr. KNorset. In the comparison between the two, I would just like 
to reiterate the same as Mr. Petersen testified. I think when we had 
estimated the price on the MA-3, we were a dollar higher, sir, than 
he was. I think we figured about $28 and I think Mr. Petersen’s price 
was $27, which wast testified here this afternoon. 

Mr. Courrney. In your opinion, then, your company would accept 
a contract and offer a bid, with a fair and reasonable return to it—— 

Mr. Gavin. If they had the opportunity. 

Mr. Courrney. If they had the opportunity on the launcher shown 
here as the MA-—3, at approximately $28. 

Mr. Knorpen. Yes, sir. We would like to have it this afternoon, 
too, sir. | Laughter. | 

Mr. Héperr. You would rebuy your equipment and make it. 

Mr. Gavin. These inspectors that visited your plants when they 
were anticipating the procurement of these 1,000 launchers: Did they 
make any comments on your organization there 4 

Mr. Kwnorpen. If I may correct, you, sir 

Mr. Gavin. They evidently were sent there to inspect your organi- 
zation. 

Mr. Knorseu. If you will permit me, sir, they did not come down 
to look at our facilities in regards to 100,000-unit contract. There was 
no contract mentioned at the time. 

Mr. Gavin. What did they come for? 

Mr. Knorset. They came down more or less for a facility check and 
to see what our program was doing. Now, we were the nearest. to 
Wright-Patterson Air Force Base of the three manufacturers. We 
were within about a 50-mile radius. 
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Mr. Gavin. Did they make any comments about your facilities? 

Mr. Knorpeu. Yes, sir. They were very, very much impressed with 
our quality control. They liked our layout. And they openly stated 
they knew we could do the job, sir. 

Mr. Courrnery. I would like to clear up one thing so the record 
will be perfectly plain at this point. 

In the initial distribution of the 120,000, 40,000 to the 3 different 
companies, by the Navy Department, on the Aero 6A, the contract 
was first awarded to the Spra-Con Co. 

Mr. Kwoeset. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. Now, you appear as the Cincinnati Industrial 
Finishing Co. 

Mr. Knorsen. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Courrnry. Was that changeover permitted by the Navy De- 
partment ¢ 

Mr. KNoeper. 100 percent, sir. 

Mr. Courrney. 100 percent? * 

Mr. KNorpen. In writing. 

Mr. Courrney. In writing. 

Mr. Knorsen. It was stated in our contract that Spra-Con was per- 
mitted to subcontract for Cincinnati Industrial Finishing Co. 

Mr. Courrnry. At the price at which that contract had been 
awarded to Spra-Con ? 

Mr. Knorpser. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Courrney. And you had had a plant inspection and survey 
at the time? 

Mr. KNorpe. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. Now, did you have any conversation with any rep- 
resentatives of Century Industries concerning the production of rocket 
launchers ¢ 

Mr. Knorpseu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. Tell us what they were, with whom and when. 

Mr. Knorset. We were invited to the seminar, at San Pedro, Calif., 
at the Century Industries plant by the Navy, in August of 1953, at 
which time the Century Industries was not in production. They had 
completed their 5,000-unit contract and was tooling to start their 
40,000, yaameguoe 

The N ‘avy representatives were there to brief us and also give 
us a starting date, I believe, on the contracts that had been 
received. There wasn’t too much that we could gain by visiting 
Century Industries’ plant because of the fact they w ere closed, with no 
production going on. We could see some of the tools that were sitting 
there. We couldn’t learn anything, since they were not in produc- 
tion. So we returned to Cincinnati. 

Mr. Courtney. Any other conversations now that you recall or any 
other relationship between that company and its offic ials and yourself ? 

Mr. Kwnorsen. Shortly after we got into production, we were en- 
countering some difficulty on a couple of parts, component parts that 
went into make up this package, and especially the one called the 
intervelometer. I called Mr. Babbitt on a couple of occasions and 
discussed the possibilities of perhaps subcontracting the manufactur- 
ing of the intervelometer, since the company we had let the contract to 
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was failing miserably in producing. I think, sir, in the first 30 days 
of production maybe I talked with Mr. Babbitt 3 or 4 times, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. Any other conversations or any other relationship 
between your company and the Century Industries Co. or its repre- 
sentatives concerning these launchers, any of them ? 

Mr. Knoeset. No; I don’t know whether we should term that pro- 
fessional jealousy or not, but we were getting along pretty good and 
it seemed that there were differences of opinion between Century In- 
dustries and Cincinnati Industrial Finishing Co., and we couldn’t 
very well work things out together, so we just decided that we would 
go our way and we would let them go theirs. 

Mr. Courrney. In all events, you finished your contract and received 
100 percent acceptance on your product 4 

Mr. Knoesex. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. And then you have now folded up. 

Mr. Knorseu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Héserr. Mr. Hardy. 

Mr. Harpy. Did you or other officials of your company at any time 
to your knowledge have any conversations with officials of Century 
Industries concerning the possibilities of bringing about an increase in 
the price of the rocket launcher through modification or change 
orders ? 

Mr. Knoeset. Not with me, sir. It may have been with one of the 
other men associated in our plant. But I at no time discussed 

Mr. Harpy. You have no knowledge of it ? 

Mr. Kwnogsev. I don’t think so, sir. I don’t think I have ever dis- 
cussed trying to push the price up with Mr. Babbitt. 

Mr. Hésert. Has anybody in your company ever discussed that, 
that you know of ? 

Mr. Knorset. Not to my knowledge, sir. 

Mr. Hésert. Not to your knowledge. Thank you very much, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. Thank you very much, Mr. Knoebel. 

Mr. Hésert. Mr. Babbitt, please. 

Mr. Bassrrr. Mr. Chairman—— 

Mr. Hésertr. Mr. Babbitt, you were present in the room and 
heard Mr. Petersen testify in connection with the conservation which 
he says he had with you? 

Mr. Bassgrrt. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hésert. Concerning the suggestion by you they could get to- 
gether and the price could be hiked up to $50, what have you got to 
say to that? 

Mr. Baserrr. Mr. Chairman, the only time a $50 price was ever 
discussed is during the seminar of May 4 to May 9 with 5 companies 
present. 

This question was put to me in the presence of Navy people, where 
they asked what I thought, since they were to make a bid within 2 
weeks after that period, the price would be for the unit. And I said 
it would be about $50. 

The second discussion of changes came as a result of the seminar in 
August of 1953. In August of 1953, we had already been in produc- 
tion on the 40,000 units, since our telegram notifying us of our award 
came in July of 1953. At that time there were 25 or 32 changes con- 
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templated from the original drawings submitted to the other qualified 
bidders. 

In this contract, sir, I would like to state that our contract was a 
different one than the others. We had a phase contract, 3 phases, 1 
for production; 2, for the preparing of technical manuals, and 3, 
for providing services to make sure of the standardization of all the 
manufactured products, engineeringwise, and to give help and teach- 
ing to the other sources. 

Mr. Courtnety. That was for an additional fee, was it not é 

Mr. Bassirr. This was for a fee, to be billed as it occurred. This 
was a fee not established and a fee still not established. 

Mr. Courrney. But it had nothing to do with the contract price for — 
the units themselves ? 

Mr. Bassirr. No, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. That is right. 

Mr. Héserr. Now again, Mr. Babbitt—oh, you are not finished ? 

Mr. Bapsirt. As Mr. Petersen seemed to have related it and left 
the impression, there was no such conversation, other than the general 
conversation of the changes being presented by the Navy and Cen- 
tury Industries jointly to bring the other two sources up to the current 
aspects of the manufacture of the Aero 6A. 

This was followed by a written letter from the Navy in October of 
1953 requesting all three sources to incorporate the changes discussed 
at that time and to at that time send in a complete analysis of the 
price changes that would be effected because of these additions, sub- 
tractions or deletions. 

This is the only time there was a discussion of changes and the 
amount of money involved, and this was started by Mr. Hall of the 
Navy, who was present, and Mr. Houck, who asked me what I thought 
the difference in price would be, and would I provide for them a 
measure so that they can judge the prices that were coming from the 
other sources. 

Mr. Courtney. Is Houck a Navy employee? 

Mr. Baspirtr. Yes, sir. I had never made any proposal of any 
kind as the impression was left. 

Mr. Courtney. Did your price ultimately get up to $50 on that 
procurement ? 

Mr. Bassirr. No, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. Or that amount? 

Mr. Bassirr. No, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. I have forgotten what was the initial unit cost. 

Mr. Bapsirr. $45.50, which included $65,000 for the additional rent 
and which was to be accounted for to the Navy if the GSA would 
relieve us of it, plus $2, and I believe 8 cents or 10 cents additional 
for the packaging and the changes. 

Mr. Courtney. How much of an increase have you asked for by 
reason of these changes of which you spoke? : j 

Mr. Bassirr. Two dollars and some odd cents, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. Two-dollars-and-some odd? — 

Mr. Baspsirr. That is right. It was eighty-some-odd-thousand dol- 
Jars which was awarded. 

Mr. Courtney. Has that been agreed to? 

Mr. Bassitr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. CourrNry. Now, were they all the changes 

61291558 
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Mr. Bassrrr. In October of 1954. 

Mr. Courtney. Were those all the changes that occurred? | 

Mr. Baserrr. That is right, sir, all the changes that could increase 
the cost of the unit. 

Mr. Cortney. That had a price attached to them ? 

Mr. Bassrrr. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Héserr. In other words, I understand your testimony to be, 
Mr. Babbitt, that you categorically deny that you ever had any con- 
versation at any time with Mr. Petersen which would leave with him 
the impression or would suggest to him that your company and 
Radiant worked together in this vast program and that through 
these various changes you would ultimately hike the price to $50? 

Mr. Baseirr. Yes. 

Mr. Héserr. Thank you very much, Mr. Babbitt. 

Mr. Bassirr. May I 

Mr. Gavin. There is one question. 

Mr. Bassrrr. I would like to add 

Mr. Héserr. One minute. 

Mr. Gavin. Let him proceed. 

Mr. Heésertr. Go ahead. 

Mr. Banpirr. I would like to add: The point Mr. Petersen made 
about the cost of certain components, bringing out the cost of the end 
bells, the outer container and the tubes, as compared with the alumi- 
num extrusions, the cost to Radiant and the other manufacturers for 
the paper products were 814 cents and 89 cents. The center track 
alone, that is, the hanging member, extrusion alone, at the present 
time, has a price of $2.11, for just the one part. 

Mr. Kuuwn. That is your price, isn’t it, Mr. Babbitt? 

Mr. Bassrrr. That is the part from Alcoa. 

Mr. Héperr. It doesn’t really make any difference what the price is, 
if the man is willing to produce this rocket at $10 lower than you are 
willing to product. it. 

Mr. Baspirr. May I also make this other point, sir, that in the 
origination of the Aero 6A program we were paid for our process 
and we were teaching the others. We 

Mr. Courtney. Wait a minute. That was Century Engineers that 
got $36,600 for that. 

Mr. Bazsrrr. That came to Century Industries, sir, and the process 
was we were responsible for the payment of it, and it was brought 
out in the hearings of 1953, sir, that we were responsible during 
these siminars of turning that information over. 

Mr. Courtney. That is why the $36,000 fee was paid. 

Mr. Bassrrr. That is $35,000 and $1,500 for the drawing, which had 
nothing to do with manufacturing techniques, but all during the pro- 
gram we had given them these manufacturing techniques and work- 
ed with them and supplied them with parts. And if I had known 
this was being approached, I would have brought the documents to 
support it. 

Mr. Héperr. It would seem that 

My. Baxsrrr. Cincinnati bought parts from us, and so did Radiant, 
tooling parts. 

Mr. Heperr. It would seem the pupil surpassed the teacher, 
wouldn't it, since the teacher ended up with the rejects. 
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Mr. Reisman. Mr. Chairman, this is a matter we have great con- 
cern about, as we previously stated. And we would also like to add 
to the record—perhaps some of the gentlemen have not had an op- 
portunity to refresh their recollection, but in addition to the contacts 
specified by the various witnesses, we have from time to time sold and 
furnished to the other contractors tooling parts and also parts for 
the actual rocket launchers themselves. 

Mr. Héperr. That is what I am saying. It is a very strange thing 
that the pupil has surpassed the teacher. And now the supplied have 
surpassed supplier. 

Mr. Reisman. Well, we think we have the know-how in the new 
launcher. 

Mr. Gavin. Getting back to these 3,000 rejected or unaccepted or 
whatever you want to call it, has the Department of the Navy ever 
given any reason why they will not accept these 3,000 that you have 
stored in your facility ? 

Mr. Baspirr. They—the only written thing was that letter. But 
since that there have been additional discussions and a retest held at 
Shumaker on the 5th of April. 

Mr. Gavin. How long have you held these 3,000 that have not been 
accepted ? 

Mr. Baserrr. We have had them in our plant since July 1954, sir. 

Mr. Gavin. What reason do you assume the Navy will not accept 
them or haven’t accepted them ? 

Mr. Bassirr. The final evaluation is taking place now, sir, since 
we came and discussed and tried to get certain technical information 
throughout this period. We came back here any number of times 
throughout June, July, August, and September. It wasn’t until Sep- 
tember, after a discussion where we were asked to write a letter dis- 
cussing the various test phases we had gone through to find out what 
was possibly causing it. 

Mr. Gavin. Well, you got considerable money invested in that par- 
ticular shipment ? 

Mr. Bassrrr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gavin. I imagine the Navy should be in a position to give you 
an answer, that they are either going to accept them or will not ac- 
cept them, very shortly, I should imagine. 

Mr. Baspirr. We expect that, sir, and we are working with the 
Navy technical people right now. 

Mr. Héserr. Thank you very much, Mr. Babbitt. 

The committee will stand in recess, subject to call of the Chair. 

Mr. Courtney. Mr. Chairman, we have the Air Force people here. 
Do you want to fix a date? 

Mr. Héserr. (Confers with Mr. Courtney.) 

Mr. Courrney. To the Air Force people, I will have to say that 
vending the disposition of a matter before the full committee, we will 
ie unable to state the time the committee, the subcommittee will recon- 
vene, but it will be just as soon 

Mr. Héserr. As early as practicable. We have this matter before 
the full committee now beginning on Monday morning, and while the 
full committee sits, that is the big group, we cannot sit. 

General Mrrenett. Do IT understand, Mr. Chairman, it will not be 
until Tuesday or Wednesday ? 

Mr. Héperr. I will say it will not be next week. 
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General Mrrcnet.. It will not be? 

Mr. Hépert. It will not be next week, gentlemen. 

General Mrircuetn. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Retsman. Mr. Chairman, might I inquire whether Mr. Babbitt 
or myself will be required to return ¢ 

Mr. Courtney. No. 

Mr. Reisman. In other words, you will excuse us now ¢ 

Mr. Héserr. As of now, unless something further develops. 

Mr. Reisman. If something further develops, you will give us some 
reasonable notice ¢ 

Mr. Heépserr. Sure. 

(Whereupon, at 4:13 p. m., the subcommittee was adjourned sub- 
ject to the call of the Chair.) 
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WEDNESDAY, JULY 20, 1955 


THlousr or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTER ON ARMED SERVICES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE FOR SPECIAL INVESTIGATIONS, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., Hon. F. Edward Hébert (chair- 
man) presiding. 

Mr. Hésert. The committee will come to order. 

Members of the committee, at the outset of these hearings I out- 
lined in my opening statement the purpose of this inquiry. Copies 
of that statement are available for everybody who did not get one. 

In the previous hearings we established among other things: One, 
the Century launcher did not show up as good as the launchers of 
the other two manufacturers. That is the testimony of Mr. Babbitt. 

Two, the so-called “Smiley” launcher could be manufactured for 
the same price as the Aero 6—A, in the amount of $24. 

In the light of the previous testimony, the subcommittee would 
hike to know at this time: 

1. In what respect this was an urgent and unique requirement of 
the Air Force; 

2. Has Century Industries defaulted in deliveries under the terms 
of its contract? If so, what has the Air Force done to terminate 
that contract and purchase these launchers at a lower unit price? 

Members of the committee, this morning we have the representatives 
of the Air Force here who will be asked to give testimony. 

The previous witnesses were sworn and we will swear the Air Force 
witnesses as well. 

Mr. Courtney, are you ready to proceed ? 

Mr. Courtney, Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

General Mitchell, I think, is the first of the Air Force witnesses. 

General, you have been present in the room when the witnesses 
were admonished as to their constitutional rights, as to the rights of 
counsel, rules of the committee, and the obligations of a witness and 
the duties of a witness before the subcommittee. 

General Mrrcue.u. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. Are you ready to be sworn? 

Mr. Kunn. Do you want to get his back-up witnesses at the same 
time ? 

Mr. Héserr. All right. 

Mr. Courtney. Any of you who plan to be witnesses, will you please 
stand and identify yourselves? 
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First, General Mitchell. 

General MrrcneL,. Clyde H. Mitchell. 

Colonel Witson. Ellis H. Wilson. 

Mr. Courtney. You have been sworn? 

Colonel Witson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kuun. Mr. Balch has been sworn. 

Mr. Beck and Mr. Powell have been sworn ¢ 

Mr. Beck. Yes. 

Mr. Powe... Yes. 

Mr. Héeverr. If you have been previously sworn during the course 
of these hearings you do not have to be sworn again. 

General Hottoway. Bruce K. Holloway; I have not been sworn. 

Mr. Héserr. Will you identify yourself? 

General Hottoway. Brig. Gen. Bruce K. Holloway. 

Mr. Courtney. General, please raise your right hand. 

Mr. Héserr. Do you swear to tell the truth, the whole truth, and 
nothing but the truth as related to this inquiry ¢ 

(Witnesses General Mitchell and General Holloway were sworn.) 

Mr. Courtney. May the record show the chairman is present, Mr. 
Hess, Mr. Miller, Mr. Cunningham, Mr. Nelson, and Mr. Lankford 
sitting as a member of the Armed Services Committee, constituting 
a quorum of the committee. 

General, I think you have a prepared statement. 

General Mrrcneti. I do not have a prepared statement. 

Mr. Courrnry. Then will you proceed in your own way, General 
Mitchell ? 


TESTIMONY OF BRIG. GEN. CLYDE H. MITCHELL, DEPUTY DIREC- 
TOR, PROCUREMENT AND PRODUCTION, ACCOMPANIED BY COL. 
ELLIS H. WILSON, JOHN C. BALCH, JOHN C. POWELL, AND ROBERT 
BECK 


General Mircurti. Because of the time intervening since our last 
session, and because the chairman has brought into clear focus the 
items that, or the points that would be of consideration now, my 
opening comments will be along those lines. I think the chairman 
expressed the greatest concern has to do with the delinquency situation 
of the contract. 

The contractor has in technical performance of his contract been 
delinquent in some facets. The Air Force through its mechanism of 
not taking immediate action to call that a delinquency, puts itself in 
the position of condoning any time delays, and, therefore, our Judge 
Advocate states that we are not in a position of delinquency as far 
as the contractor is concerned. 

Mr. Courtney. Do you mean that the Air Force is not in a position 
of delinquency ? 

General Mircneti. The contractor is not in a position of delin- 
quency. 

Now to carry on with that point, if a contractor is supposed to 
deliver a certain amount of merchandise by a certain date, and we do 
not take some action to default him immediately that day passes, 
and condone a continuance of the contract, we have to wait for some 
other milestone to default him, 

Because of the progress we were making in the testing of this 
rocket, and our checking on his production capability 
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Mr. Hess. Why don’t you take action when they are in default? 

Do you permit that in all cases? 

General Mircnetu. Sir, the Air Force’s major task is to obtain 
materiel to do its assigned mission. The mere action of default does 
not profit us very much if by carrying on with a contractor who is 
making reasonable progress we do get the materiel we want in a time 
period that is acceptable to us. 

Mr. Hess. You don’t seem to do that in all cases. I know of many 
cases where you immediately cancel contracts when they are in de- 
fault. How come you go along with this particular contract ? 

General Mircuetn. I am not cognizant of any great number of 
default terminations. 

Mr. Hess. I can show you a number of them. 

General Mircueti. But we have to evaluate in each case to deter- 
mine whether or not default action and reprocurement would give us 
a longer delivery period of time. 

Mr. Hess. You knew of faulty construction in some of these rocket 
Jaunchers, did you not? 

General Mircnety. Sir, we have not had any faulty construction 
except of a very minor nature in the “Smiley” rocket launcher being 
provided for the Air Force. 

Mr. Hess. You knew the Navy had difficulty with the same launcher, 
did you not? 

General Mircnetnt. We have learned since our contract was placed 
with them and during our testing that the Navy did have some fail- 
ures with their launcher. 

Mr. Hess. It is a similar launcher, is it not? 

General Mrrcuety. Basically, yes; it is a paper-tube-impregnated 
Jauncher. 

Mr. Heéserr. General, I am going to allow you to continue on the 
delinquent feature and then the committee, I am sure, will want to 
explore the basic reason why we are here—as to why the Air Force 
paid so much more money for a launcher which it could have gotten 
much cheaper in another place. 

However, directing my question to the delinquent feature: Is the 
committee to understand that your expressions this morning amount 
to dissatisfaction with the performance of the contract to date? 

I will put it more simply: Are you satisfied ? 

General Mircueti. We would have preferred a more rapid and an 
carlier availability of this materiel. 

Mr. Hézerr. Then you are not satisfied ? 

General Mircuety. We have evaluated it that we will receive rocket 
Jaunchers more rapidly and faster than if we had defaulted, termi- 
nated, and reprocured. 

Mr. Héserr. You are not satisfied with the contract as of now? 

I am asking you the question again and I am going to continue to 
ask you the question until you answer it. 

So you may as well make up your mind to answer me: Are you 
satisfied, without all the attendant qualifications, “Yes” or “No,” 
and then you can explain? 

General Mircueti. Mr. Chairman, I am satisfied that the Air Force 
will receive a rocket launcher that meets the requirements and the 
specifications, and that the contractor is now able to produce that rocket 
launcher. There were times when we were dissatisfied with the prog- 
ress being made. 

Mr. Hesert. Therefore, you are not satisfied with the contract ? 
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General Mircuriu. As of today, I am satisfied with the contract. 

Mr. Heésert. You have not previously been satisfied with the 
contract ¢ 

General Mrrcnetn. That is right. 

Mr. Héserr. Were you satisfied in April 1955 when this committee 
was meeting here? Were you satisfied then? That should not be 
very hard to answer. 

General Mircneti. Well, I desire to tie it into the conditions that 
existed 

Mr. Hesertr. Of course, it is obvious you desire to tie any answer 
to conditions. But I am just as persistent as you are and just as 
stubborn, maybe more so. I am going to continue to ask you questions 
until I get a satisfactory answer. 

Were you satisfied in April 1955 when this committee was sitting 
and holding hearings on this subject? 

General Mrrcneti. The Air Force and I have at no time been satis- 
fied with this contract from the time standpoint and in April we 
would have preferred having received the material at an earlier date. 

Mr. Hésert. So in other words if the business of the committee had 
allowed us to call the Air Force at the time when we planned to, but 
we were prevented because of other business of the full committee, you 
would have been compelled or required to testify in April 1955, that 
you were not satisfied at that time? 

General Mrrcne.i. Yes. 

Mr. Hépserr. All right, sir. Continue your testimony. 

Mr. Courtney. General, do you want to resume your statement ? 

General Mircne i. As I stated, the contractor has not performed 
exactly in accordance with his contract. And part of this was due 
to the difficulties encountered, but I am very happy to say that as of 
July 15 we have delivered 19,788 of the rockets. 

Our testing to date of a rather large quantity, both by laboratory 
and other types of tests, including firing tests, there have been no 
failures; we expect the contractor, and he is now performing at 
approximate rate of a thousand launchers per day. 

Mr. Hess. What did the contract call for, General; what was the 
completion date? 

General Mrrcne.x. If you will permit me to verify that date, the 
completion of the total quantity. 

Mr. Hess. What was the total quantity ? 

General Mrrcnety. 100,000. 

Mr. Hess. You might also put in the record when the first deliveries 
were to be made under the contract and how they were to follow ? 

General Mircue... I believe that has been reviewed, but we would 
be certainly happy to get it together here. 

Mr. Courtney. Mr. Chairman, to answer Mr. Hess’ inquiry, it would 
be appropriate to read into the record a report to the committee on 
June 21, 1955, by the Department of the Air Force, Director of 
Legislative Liaison. 

I quote the pertinent parts: 


The contract, a copy of which is enclosed, required the contractor subject to 
the provisions of part 1 (d), to deliver 100,000 rocket launchers as follows: 
500 by December 27, 1954 ; 10,000 by February 23, 1955; 10,000 by March 25, 1955; 
20,000 by April 24, 1955; 20,000 each month thereafter until completed. 

To the end of March 1955, 404 units were delivered, and on April 5, an under- 
standing was reached whereby Century Industries promised to make deliveries 
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as follows: 1,000 to be delivered the first week of April 1955; 1,750 to be deliv- 
ered in the second week of April 1955; 2,750 to be delivered in the third week 
of April 1955; 4,500 to be delivered in the fourth week of April 1955. 

The contractor also promised deliveries at the rate of 20,000 units each month, 
commencing May 1955, contingent upon the availability of components. 

Only 300 units were delivered through April 15, as against the promised 2,750. 

In the last 2 weeks of April 2,261 units were delivered, and as of May 31 
a total of 10,500 units had been delivered. 

Under the terms of the contract delivery of 10,500 launchers is authorized, 
pending receipt of the first item test reports which the contractor is required 
to submit. 

Acceptance of these launchers is subject to such corrections as may be required, 
as the result of the first item tests. 

The test reports were due the Government on February 4, 1955, and were not 
received until April 4, 1955. 

On the basis of the test-report analysis the Air Materiel Command directed 
retesting in a letter dated April 22, 1955. 

A copy of this communication is also attached. 


The Chairman, I will ask that the whole exchange of correspondence 
be made a part of the record. 

Mr. Héserr. Without objection, it will be made a part of the record. 

Mr. Courrney (continuing) : 

The contractor estimated that the new test report would be submitted by 


June 1, 1955. As of June 6 the report had not been received at Wright-Patterson 
Air Force Base. 


This letter from which I am quoting is dated June 21, 1955: 


Under the terms of the contract schedule provision 1 (c) a bailment agree- 
ment was entered into between contracting parties whereby the Government 
furnished the equipment set forth therein. This equipment was delivered by 
the Government on the dates indicated below, each numbered item corresponds 
with that set forth in the schedule. 


Mr. Chairman, let me interrupt to say that in the testimony of 
Mr. Babbitt on behalf of the Century Industries, there was testimony 
to the eifect that Government equipment had not been furnished on 
schedule. 

I read the schedule as referred to by the Air Force: 


1. 250 units, December 9, 1954; 200 units, December 14, 1954. 
2. The number of units are not given. 
December 7, 1954, December 9, 1954, March 24, 1955, November 29, 1954. 


Now the unit quantities are not given, but it apparently refers to 
obligations under the contract. 
I continue with the reading: 


It was later determined necessary to provide 200 additional dummy rockets, 
and the bailment agreement was amended accordingly on January 12, 1955. 

The contractor received 100 of these items on February 24, and the remaining 
100 on March 8, 1955. 

You will note that item 4 specifies a type Aero 14 combination bomb rack and 
rocket launcher. 

This item was borrowed from the Bureau of Aeronautics, Department of the 
Navy, and you will note that there was some delay in delivering this item 
to the contractor. 

The contractor, however, did not ask for an adjustment of delivery schedule 
under the terms of the contract, general provision 22, Government-furnished 
property. 

The correspondence relating to delays in furnishing Government equipment 
to the contractor is enclosed, together with a copy of the contracting officer’s 
letter dated April 5, 1954. 

A copy of the bailment agreement and copy of exhibit WCL 755 are also 
furnished so that your records may be complete. 
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Now, Mr. Chairman, this letter and the attachments I would ask to 
have made a part of the record are the correspondence referred to 
in the letter and which are the—letter of the legislative liaison officer 
and are the basic sources of the data which have been summarized in 
the letter. 

Mr. Hézerr. Without objection, it will be. 

(The documents are as follows:) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, June 1, 1955. 
Hon. F. EpwArp HEBERT, 
Chairman, Subcommittee for Special Investigations, 
Committee on Armed Services, House of Representatives. 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Mr. John J. Courtney, special counsel of your subcom- 
mittee, has requested additional information concerning the Air Force rocket 
launcher contract with specific reference to any possible contractor delinquencies 
thereunder. 

The contract, a copy of which is enclosed, required the contractor, subject to 
the provisions of part I (d), to deliver 100,000 rocket launchers, as follows: 

500 by December 27, 1954 

10,000 by February 23, 1955 

10,000 by March 25, 1955 

20,000 by April 24, 1955 

20,000 each month thereafter until completed. 


To the end of March 404 units were delivered, and on April 5 an understanding 
was reached whereby Century Industries promised to make deliveries as follows: 


1,000 to be delivered in the first week of April 1955 
1,750 to be delivered in the second week of April 1955 
2,750 to be delivered in the third week of April 1955 
4.500 to be delivered in the fourth week of April 1955 


The contractor also promised deliveries at the rate of 20,000 units each month 
commencing May 1955, contingent upon the availability of components. 

Only 300 units were delivered through April 15 as against the promised 2,750. 
In the last 2 weeks of April 2,261 units were delivered, and as of May 31 a total 
of 10,500 units had been delivered. 

Under the terms of the contract delivery of 10,500 launchers is authorized 
pending receipt of the first item test reports which the contractor is required to 
submit. Acceptance of these launchers is subject to such corrections as may be 
required as a result of the first item tests. The test reports were due the Gov- 
ernment on February 4, 1955, and were not received until April 4, 1955. On the 
basis of the test report analysis the Air Materiel Command directed retesting in 
a letter dated April 22, 1955. <A copy of this communication is also attached. 
The contractor estimated that the new test report would be submitted by June 1, 
1955. As of June 6 the report had not been received at Wright-Patterson Air 
Force Base. 

Under the terms of the contract (schedule provision I (c)) a bailment agree- 
ment was entered into between the contracting parties whereby the Government 
furnished the equipment set forth therein. This equipment was delivered by the 
Government on the dates indicated below (each numbered item corresponds 
with that set forth in the schedule) : 


1. 250 units December 9, 1954 
200 units December 14, 1954 
. December 7, 1954 
. December 8, 1954 
. March 24, 1955 
5. November 29, 1954 
. November 29, 1954 


It was later determined necessary to provide 200 additional dummy rockets, 
and the bailment agreement was amended accordingly on January 12, 1955. The 
contractor received 100 of these items on February 24 and the remaining 100 on 
March 8, 1955. 
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You will note that item 4 specifies a type Aero 14 combination bomb rack and 
rocket launcher. This item was borrowed from the Bureau of Aeronautics, De- 
partment of the Navy, and you will note that there was some delay in delivering 
this item to the contractor. The contractor, however, did not ask for an adjust- 
ment of delivery schedule under the terms of the contract (General Provision 22, 
“Government-Furnished Property’). 

The correspondence relating to delays in furnishing Government equipment 
to the contractor is inclosed together with a copy of the contracting officer’s 
letter dated April 5, 1955. A copy of the bailment agreement (AF33(600)578) 
and a copy of exhibit No. WCL-755 are also furnished so that your records may 
be complete. 

Sincerely yours, 
JoE W. KELLY, 
Major General, USAF, Divector, Legislative Liaison. 


JANUARY 17, 1955. 

Attention: MCPEA-M/J.C. Powell/GB/2—4104. 
Via: Chief, Los Angeles Air Procurement District, San Bernardino Air Materiel 

Area, P. O. Box 2642, Terminal Annex, Los Angeles, Calif. 
Subject : Contract AF33 (600) 28547. 
COMMANDING GENERAL, 

Headquarters, Air Materiel Command, 

Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, Ohio. 

GENTLEMEN: In answer to your letter dated January 3, 1955, the contractor 
wishes to advise that delays are, and have been, occasioned by rejection of first 
article parts received from vendors, errors and discrepancies in blueprints as 
submitted by vendor accomplishing the engineering checks, rework of tooling 
on detents, bulb-heads, and hangar brackes and slow delivery of GFE. 

At this time, shipment to NOT is expected February 7, 1955, and shipment 
to APGC about January 31, 1955. On the basis of these dates the contract will 
be on schedule February 1, 1955. 

The urgency of this contract is well known and every step possible to improve 
the situation is being taken. 

Very truly yours, 
Century INpuUSTRIES CoRP., 
Irving L. Bassirt, President. 


Los ANGELES AIR PROCUREMENT DISTRICT, 
SAN BERNARDINO AIR MATERIEL AREA, 
Los Angeles, Calif., January 18, 1955. 
Attention: Mr. Ralph B. Brinkman (MCPEA). 
Via: San Bernardino Air Materiel Area, Los Angeles Air Procurement District. 
Attention: Mr. C. F. von Lunenschloss (SBHLC). 
Subject: Bailed Property on Contract AF33 (600) 28547. 
HEADQUARTERS, AIR MATERIEL COMMAND, 
Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, Ohio. 

GENTLEMEN: Reference is made to part 1 (c) of the subject contract, con- 
cerned with bailed property under Master Bailment Agreement AF33 (600) 578, 
item (c) 4 covering one Aero 14B combination bomb rack and rocket launcher 
has not been received to this date. 

We have a copy of shipping order BASO 52S07 dated November 20, 1954, di- 
rected to CO, ASO, SCAG, Philadelphia, Pa. However, no indication is received 
here that action has been taken. Quite obviously this item is holding us back. 

Very truly yours, 
CENTURY INDUSTRIES CORP., 
Irvine L. BaBsitt, President. 


HEADQUARTERS, AIR MATERIEL COMMAND, 
Wright-Patterson Air Farce Base, Ohio, March 9, 1955. 
Subject: Contract AF 33 (600)—28547. 
CENTURY INDUSTRIES CORP., 
San Pedro, Calif. 
GENTLEMEN : This headquarters requested the administrative contracting offi- 
cer on March 7, 1955, to issue a change release to subject contract which will 





646 AIR FORCE PROCUREMENT OF ROCKET LAUNCHERS 


assign USAF Stock No. 6720-505400 to the type MA-3 Airborne Rocket Launcher. 
The change release will also change the property class from 39B to 39A. Under 
the new property class there is no requirement for use of an ammunition identi- 
fication code (AIC) number; consequently, the change release will also relieve 
you of the AIC requirement. 

The liaison office which the Bureau of Aeronautics maintains at this head- 
quarters has sent tracers out on the type Aero 14B Rack-Launcher. The most 
recent followup was March 9, 1955. It is requested that you advise this head- 
quarters whether or not you have received this equipment. 

The buyer also requested the administrative contracting officer to report on 
the status of your proposals on the adapter kits, the firing range, and the three 
outstanding contract change notifications. It is desired to cover these projects 
contractually in the very near future. Also this headquarters wants to know the 
outcome of your first item tests and the status of the tests to be conducted at 
NOTS Inyokern. If you have already furnished this information to the ad- 
ministrative contracting officer, you need not duplicate it. 

Sincerely, 
Ratpu B. BRINKMAN, 
Contracting Officer. 


MARcH 31, 1955. 

Attention: Mr. Ralph B. Brinkman, contracting officer. 
Via: Mr. C. F. von Lunenschloss, San Bernardino Air Materiel Area, P, O. Box 

2642, Terminal Annex, Los Angeles 54, Calif. 
Subject: Letter March 9, 1955, MCPEA-M/JCPowell/rs. 
WRIGHT-PATTERSON AIR FoRCE BASE, OHIO, 

Mechanical Equipment Section, 

Accessories Branch. 

GENTLEMEN: Reference is made to the subject communication concerned espe- 
cially with the second and third paragraphs. The matter dealing with the 
stock number (par. 1) has been taken into account and now appears on the 
decal. 

Paragraph 2 is concerning type Aero 14B Black-Launcher followup and you 
are herewith advised that the item has now been received as of this date. 

Paragraph 3 lists certain items due to your office which are listed herewith. 

1. Adapter kit estimate. This is presently being prepared and should be com- 
pleted before the end of the month. 

2. Firing range estimate. This item is taking some time to conclude due to 
site; however it is contemplated that the matter can be resolved within 2 weeks. 

3. CON 1. Packaging. Estimate for this item sent to administrative con- 
tracting officer March 23, 1955. 

4. CCN 2. Length of time required in test of 10 packages. The reports on 
this item, together with our observations reporting will follow this communica- 
tion in a few days, together with cost estimate for the coverage. 

5. CCN 8. (A1) Rocket loading tests (para. 4.3.4.8. WCL 755) ; (A2) Ground 
jettisoning test; (B) Replacement of parts to permit firing tests. 

These items are being prepared and should go forward before the month end. 

The outcome of first item tests, through environmental and firing at NOTS 
Inyokern were very successful and are covered in detail in reports from our 
tests, those conducted by the California Testing Laboratory and NOTS Inyokern, 
and are being forwarded under separate cover as soon as we can accumulate 
those that are available to us. 

We trust the foregoing will bring you to a current status concerning your 
latest inquiry. 

Very truly yours, 
CENTURY INDUSTRIES CorP., 
Irvine L. Bassitt, President. 


APRIL 1955. 
From: HQ, AMC, Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio. 
To: Century Industries Corp., 1600 Wilmington—San Pedro Road, San Pedro, 
Calif. : 

Request you advise buyer if you have received type Aero 14B combination 
rack and launcher to be furnished by Government under contract AF 33(600)- 
28547. 

(Signed) AERONAUTICAL EQUIPMENT DIVISION. 
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San Pepro, CALIrF., 
Wright-Patterson AFB. 


(Attention: MCPEA—M-80-E Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio.) 
Aero 14B rack received March 24 per our letter March 24 answering MCPEA— 
M/JC Powell letter, March 9, 1955. 
CENTURY INDUSTRIES CORP. 
AprIL 7, 1955. 


Los ANGELES AIR PROCUREMENT DISTRICT, 
San BERNARDINO AIR MATERIEL AREA, 
Los Angeles, Calif., April 5, 1955. 
Subject: Contract AF 33(600)-—28547. 
CENTURY INDUSTRIES CORP., 
San Pedro, Calif. 
(Attention: Mr. Irving L. Babbitt.) 


GENTLEMEN: This letter is written for the purpose of confirming the under- 
standing regarding the delivery status of subject contract. The understanding 
referred to was reached at a meeting held in my office on April 5, 1955, which 
was attended by Mr. Harry Neal, Mr. Davidson, and Mr. Harrington of your 
firm, and various representatives of divisions of the Los Angeles Air Procure- 
ment District. 

As administrative contracting officer I did everything I could to impress upon 
your people the seriousness of the situation as regards the deficiency in deliv- 
eries, and of the fact that such deficiency must be corrected in the very near 
future in order to insure for the Air Force a supply of rocket launchers sufficient 
to meet its requirements. 

The following is the delivery schedule which was promised by your 
representatives : 

1,000 rocket launchers to be delivered in the first week of April 1955. 

1,750 rocket launchers to be delivered in the second week of April 155. 
2,750 rocket launchers to be delivered in the third week of April 1955. 
4,500 rocket launchers to be delivered in the fourth week of April 1955. 

A total of 10,000 units to be delivered to the Air Force under subject contract 
during the month of April 1955. Contingent upon the availability of components 
for the rocket launchers, the contractor has promised deliveries at the rate of 
20,000 rockets each month commencing May 1955. 

It is understood that you have material on hand sufficient to meet the above 
proposed schedule, but that there is anticipated a shortage of aluminum strips 
which serve as dividers between the individual launcher tubes. It is understood 
further that the reason for this shortage lies primarily in your failure to have 
placed orders in such a manner as to insure a supply of this material. Your 
representatives were promised the full cooperation of this office. in assisting you 
in securing this material. Of course, we cannot be responsible for the placement 
of orders, but if there is a problem involving assistance or priority allocation 
or such matters, you may be assured of our most complete cooperation. 

There is a critical need for these rocket launchers. This point cannot be over- 
emphasized, nor can it be overemphasized that only the delivery of rocket launch- 
ers can fulfill the contract requirements. The undersigned informed your 
representative that if the promised deliveries as set forth above were not made 
it will be deemed necessary that consideration be given a recommendation for 
the termination of the contract. 

C. F. Von LUNENSCHLOSS, 
Air Force Contracting Officer. 
APRIL 22, 1955. 
Subject: AF 33 (600)—28547 
Through: Chief, Los Angeles Air Procurement District, San Bernardino Air 
Materiel Area, 1206 South Maple Avenue, Los Angeles 54, Calif. 


To: Century Industries Corp., 1600 Wilmington-San Pedro Road, San Pedro, 
Calif. 


1. Reference is made to the first item test reports submitted under your 
letter 174-ILB-40155 dated April 1, 1955, received at this base on April 4, 1955. 
2. Although your launchers performed excellently through the environmental 





648 AIR FORCE PROCUREMENT OF ROCKET LAUNCHERS 


tests (except for the consistent failure of the forward hanger safety wire), 
the Government must withhold its approval for the following reasons: 

(a) The reports indicated that no correction was attempted or tested to 
remedy the safety wire failure. 

(b) The reports did not include information on all the first article tests; 
specifically, those tests enumerated under paragraphs 4.2.1.b, 4.2.1.d, 4.3.4.3, 
4.3.4.4, and 4.3.4.4a of exhibit WCL-—755 and exhibit A to subject contract. 

(c) No vibration tests were conducted with the tail or nose fairings attached. 
The protograph of the vibration jig indicated that nose fairings could be in- 
stalled without interference during testing. 

3. In order that the necessary approval can be granted, you must accomplish 
the following: 

(a) Devise a satisfactory remedy for safetying the front hanger assembly, 
and prove its reliability by (1) submitting a minimum of four launchers to full 
vibration tests and (2) jettisoning successfully a minimum of 10 launchers by 
normal electrical actuation of the jettison squib mechanism, with the front 
hangers so safetyed, in order to demonstrate that the squib can successfully 
overcome the restraint of the new safetying method by an adequate margin. 
These results shall be reported. Any calculations which you may make can 
be submitted in support of such reports. 

(b) Submit reports on the tests mentioned in paragraph 2b above. If you 
have the data from the tests on the 10 original first-item launchers, you may 
submit it; or you may submit on 10 additional launchers that are representa- 
tive production articles. 

(c) Attach nose fairings to those launchers being vibrated as directed in para- 
graph 3a, and report the results thereof. 

4. Under the terms of schedule provision II (d) of subject contract, it is your 
responsibility to correct those units already shipped and those undergoing 
fabrication in your plant, at your expense. The Government would like to 
know your plans for such correction. 

For the commander : 


Mr. Hess. General, am I correct in this understanding that under 
the terms of the original contract the contract was to be completed 
and all deliveries made by July 28 of this year? 

General Mircue.x. I did not calculate that out, sir, as he expressed 
it. Itcame to 10,000 a month at some point. 

Mr. Hess. Is that the date? 

Colonel Wirson. July; yes, sir. 

General Mrrcne.yu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hess. How far in arrears are they at this time? How many 
deliveries have been made? 

General Mrrcnety. Yes, sir, 19,788 as of the 15th of July. We 
are running approximately a thousand a day. As of the 28th we 
could be at 25,000, we could be 75,000 launchers in arrears. 

Mr. Hess. 75,000 launchers in arrears? 

General MrrcHe.u. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hess. That is a premium launcher, a launcher that you pay 
more money for than you could buy it elsewhere? 

General Mrrcnety. The Air Force does not believe that that it 
could have bought it elsewhere at a price lower than it was paying. 

Mr. Hess. I think the record will speak for itself on that. 

General MrrcHeLu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Héperr. In that connection did the Air Force go out and get 
competitive bids on it? 

General Mircuety. No, sir. 

Mr. Héserr. How does the Air Force know it could not get it 
cheaper ? 

General Mrrcneti. The Air Force does not know. 
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Mr. Hésert. You just made the statement that you knew 

General Mrrcnetx. I believe I said I did not think—the Air Force 
did not believe it could have bought it 

Mr. Héserr. All right. 

How could the Air Force believe—and I will emphasize “believe,” 
since you want to inject the word “believe,” how could the Air Force 
believe that it could not have bought it cheaper if it did not go out to 
find out if it could buy it cheaper? 

That is the whole crux of this hearing, General. We want to know 
why the Air Force threw this money down the drain. 

How do you know you could not have bought it cheaper, as Mr. 
Hess suggested? Here is a premium rocket launcher and you are 75,000 
behind on delivery, as of April you were not satisfied with the con- 
tract and you come in and tell this committee that the Air Force does 
not believe it could have bought this rocket cheaper and yet the 
Air Force did not go out and get competitive bids. 

So how can the Air Force come to that logical conclusion, if you did 
not know what somebody else could offer it for ? 

General Mrrcne.y. The price the Air Force paid for the rocket 
was Judged to be proper, based on prices paid for similar devices dur- 
ing the development period. 

We find that—we find that the procurements made prior to this 
time by the Navy, for a rocket which is alleged to be similar, was 40- 
plus dollars. There had been no price lower than the price of 36.62 
which we paid at the time we bought the rockets, or the launchers. 

Mr. Hess. But you made no attempt to investigate to find out 
whether you could get them lower ? 

General Mrrcuetyi. The Air Force has stated that because we did 
not have specifications on which we could carry out an adequate com- 
petitive procurement at this time, that it found itself in a position 
where it elected to deal with the one source that we felt could deliver 
the rocket at the earliest possible time. 

Mr. Heserr. Now, General, does the Air Force practice of pur- 
chasing and letting contracts consist of paying the amount of a pro- 
totype on or iginal order ? 

By chance have you ever heard of production reduction in price 
cost? 

General Mircueiu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Heéserr. Well, why wasn’t it applied in this case? Why do 
you rely on the original contract which only and in any practice would 
indicate that the cost originally was higher, but after production got 
in it naturally reduced its price. 

Was that taken into consideration ? 

General Mircnent. Yes, sir. The prices on prototype quantities of 
250 and 500 had been much higher, which included development costs. 

Mr. Hésert. Why did not the Air Force find it proper or did they 
not want to take the time to find out what Navy was paying for its 
current production of launchers, which was $24? 

General Mircnett. We had full knowledge of what the Navy was 
paying for its launcher when we procured this quantity of launchers. 

Mr. Héserr. How much was the Navy paying for its launchers? 

General Mrrcuety. 40-plus dollars from 3 different sources. 

Mr. Hésert. How much did you pay for this launcher ? 

General MrrcHeEL. 36.62. 
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Mr. Héserr. Wait a minute. The Navy was paying 48, that was 
an original production, wasn’t it? 

General Mircne.u. They are from 3 sources, the prices varied in the 
40 dollars. 

Mr. Heéserr. That is right. 

But did you go to the same people who then had the experience of 
manufacturing that Navy launcher and say, “What can you manu- 
facture this launcher for?” 

General MrrcHetit. There were three sources manufacturing the 
launcher to a common design which had been firmed up and there 
was no development involved. 

We went to a source that could carry out the finalization of our 
specification—bring our launcher up to our requirements. 

Mr. H&éserr. And you never went to anybody else to ask if they 
could do it? 

General Mrrcnett. We went to Century Industries and Century 
Engineering originally. 

Mr. Héeerr. That is tweedledum and tweedledee. 

Did you go to anybody else and ask them to come in on competition ? 

General MircHeLi. We did not, sir. 

Mr. Héperr. Is that the Air Force policy? 

General Mrrcneny. It was an evaluated decision in this case that 
this was the proper way to proceed. 

Mr. Heperr. General, I did not ask you that. 

I said, Is that Air Force policy not to ask for competitive bids? 

General Mrrcneti. The Air Force desires and does go out com- 
petitively wherever the conditions will permit. 

Mr. Heéverr. Well, now, what is the policy? I wish you would 
answer the questions directly because I don’t want to be here all day 
and the committee does not want to be here all day and I don’t want 
to be pressing this matter. 

Now, let’s understand each other, General. 

General MircHe.u. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hébert. I am trying to be as positive as I can. 

General Mircue.. I assure you [ am trying to be as helpful as 1 
can. 

Mr. Heserr. All right. 

I ask you the question : Is the Air Force policy not to get competitive 
bids? 

General Mrrcne.y. It is not Air Force policy to avoid competitive 
procurement. 

Mr. Hrnerr. Why was competitive procurement avoided in this 
instance; what were the compelling reasons ? 

General Mircueit. We had no specifications that we could provide 
any other competitive source. 

Mr. Hess. You knew that rocket launchers had been manufactured 
by three different concerns for the Navy ? 

General MircHe.u. Yes, sir; we knew that. 

Mr. Hess. Then why didn’t you go to the other two concerns and at 
least inquire from them whether or not they could build the launcher 
on your specs? 
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S General Mircuett. We had no such specifications we could hand 
them, we would have had to go through a development program with 
e each of these other sources. 


Mr. Courtney. Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Héserr. Mr. Courtney. 
f Mr. Courtney. Could we establish, General, so that the record may 
- be clear to those who have not participated in the earlier hearings, 

what your official position and your relationship is to this contract ? 

e General Mircnetu. I was Chief of the Procurement Division at the 
8 time of this procurement. 

Mr. Courtney. And the responsibility for this procurement then 
r would be yours? 

General Mrrcuety. That is right. 


y Mr. Courtney. Did you order the consummation of the contract? 
General MircHe.y. No, sir. 
y Mr. Courtney. Who did? 
General Mircuert. The contract was carried on in the Buying 
, Division. 


Mr. Courtney. Was it on your authorization ? 

General MircHe.u. It was not on any special direct authorization. 
It was carried on under the normal policies in effect in the Procure- 
t ment Division at that time. 

Mr. Courtney. You have familiarized yourself with the processing 
of this contract, General ? 

General Mircuei.. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Courrnry. Let me refer you to the official correspondence of 
the Air Force. I read a letter which is titled “To: MCJPC, Lt. Col. 


1 H. T. Dykman, from MCPEA-M, date December 13, 1954, Comment 
y No. 3, J. C. Powell/rs 2-410/Blla/Rm 267”: 


Paragraph 1. Century Engineers delivered under contract AF 33(600)-26580 
their drawing No. 101638 and details to this headquarters (MCSIFD) on April 
21, 1954, and some revisions were delivered more recently (about May 25, 1954). 
There are 52 drawings altogether, 5 of which are classified “Confidential.” The 
buyer has ordered a set of these drawings from MCSIFD to be mailed to your 
office. 
I 2. The Armament Laboratory (WGLGH2) has lent out all its “Smiley” 
launchers for test programs at other installations. 
Mr. Balch feels, however, that he can advise your office of the main dif- 
e ferences between the Aero 6A launcher, the MA-1 launcher fabricated by Cen- 
tury Engineers under AF 33 (600) 26580, and the “Smiley.” 
3. Attached you will find the Aero 6A operation instructions and a reprint 


e of an article from Aviation Week on Century Engineers. It is felt that these 
may give you some background on this launcher program. 
s General, in view of the fact that you had in April 1954, a set of 


drawings from the contractor who had been commissioned to pre- 

pare them, what do you have to say now as to why competitive bids 

were not taken ? 

4 General Mrrcnety. The drawings referred to, it is my understand- 
ing the drawings referred to there are Century Engineering drawings 
and they would be for the MA-1 rocket launcher which was not the 

t one that we ultimately procured. 

r Mr. Courtney. General, what do you have to say to this testimony, 

sworn, in the record: 

I again visited Mr. Beck— 
will you identify your Mr. Beck? 
61291559 
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General Mrircnext. Yes [indicating]. 

He is in the back of the room. 

Mr. Courtney (continuing) : 
and the statement went along these lines. 

Now this is the application of a contractor for an opportunity to 
bid: 

“You must be a mindreader because look what I have in my hands”— 
and he had a set of specifications at that time. 


He said, “These are going to be sent out this week, but there is a couple of 
minor changes that are to be made in them and the gentleman who is to make 
them has been ill this week but they detinitely will be changed and mailed out 
next week.” 

Mr. Courtney. Did he indicate to you that they would be mailed out to your 
company? 

ANSWER. “Yes, sir.” 

Now what do you have to say with reference to the lack of specifica- 
tions, General, in the light of that testimony ? 

General Mrrcnexi. The date was 

Mr. Courrney. April 1954. 

General Mrrene i. April 1954. 

Even though a decision had been made to attempt to negotiate a 
satisfactory contract with Century Industries because we had evalu- 
ated—had determined that this was the best place to get our launcher 
developed and delivered early, we came to an impasse where the Air 
Force refused to proceed with the negotiations because we could not 
agree upon a price. 

Century Industries had quoted a price approximating $39 and some 
cents. Our field price and analysis tikes had checked the bills of 
materiel and labor and decided this was too high a price. There were 
other conditions existing in the negotiations that we felt that even 
though it would probably delay our receiving launchers we broke off 
negotiations. 

This meant that because we did not have a manufacturing speci- 
fication, we would have to do the next best, and prepare what would 
be called a performance specification. 

We prepared that, had it available, and decided that we would solicit 
other corporations. 

In the interim, Century Industries came in, reduced their price to 
one that was evaluated, was checked in the field, decided to be proper, 
other conditions were straightened out, and then—and redeciding or 
deciding then and again that this was the most expeditious manner 
to get our launcher, that the price was fair, we dropped our interim 
negotiations to go out on our performance specifications, or interim 
plans, and went back to Century Industries for the procurement. 

Mr. Hésertr. The Air Force judgment is certainly correct and it has 
been substantiated: As a great tribute to your requirement to get them 
out on atime. You are 75,000 behind right now. 

Mr. Rivers. I would like to ask a question, General. 

During that interim you found out that this X company known 
as Century Co. reduced their price and you straightened out collateral 
aces waa and decided to award the contract to Century; is that 
correct ¢ 
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General Mrrcnett. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Were there no other contractors who were given a like 
opportunity for performance and reduction ? 

eneral Mircuetu. There had been no other contractor solicited at 
that time. 

Mr. Rivers. Despite the fact that you know there were at least three 
making launchers for the Navy? 

General Mircne.y. Yes; at that time we knew there were three 
manufacturers—— 

Mr. Rivers. How do you know they could not have done likewise 
had they been given an opportunity ? 

General Mrrcue.u. I do not know that they could not have done 
likewise. 

Mr. Rivers. If you had to go over again would you change the 
modus operandi by which you procured these numbers, that are still 
75,000 short ? 

General Mircue... Well, sir, the question—in retrospect. 

Mr. Rivers. That is just exactly what I am talking about, retro- 
spect. Answer. Would you change and give somebody else a chance, 
knowing what you know now? 

General Mrrcueu. Sir, I still believe that the method of procure- 
ment was proper at the time 

Mr. Héserr. I don’t want to interrupt you but, Mr. Rivers did not 
ask you that question. 

He said in retrospect would you do the same thing over? 

Never mind what you believe about the original procurement. Please 
answer the question and then explain. 

Mr. Rivers has asked: “In retrospect would you still have done 
the same thing?” 

You can answer that question “yes” or “no,” and then explain. 

General Mircneny. I would answer it “yes,” I would have done 
the same thing. 

Mr. Heéserr. All right. Explain it. 

Mr. Rivers. Go ahead, then, and explain it. 

For what reason / 

General Mrrcnety. At the time the negotiations were going on 
we wanted an MA-3 launcher which Century Industries had par- 
tially developed on their own. We had run part of the tests on it. 
The company had experience, it was one of the three manufacturers. 
The price was considered to be proper in relationship to all previous 
prices known to the Air Force, and all previous prices quoted to that 
date, because we were acquainted with all of them. 

It is true since the contract was placed that there have been some 
delays. In the interim we have improved our specifications, we have 
written a final specification, we have had very satisfactory results with 
the article, and we believe that even though we are 75,000 launchers 
behind as of the July date, that new with 1,000 rocket launchers being 
produced a day, it will not take very many days to catch that up, and 
that we do now have a specification and a capability of going out 
widely on competition on the balance of the requirements. 

I want to add one point very clearly, that we only bought part of 
approximately—well a part, a small portion of our requirements on 
this first procurement. 

Mr. Rivers. And a part of that is 75,000 behind ? 
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General MircHe.y. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Would you say who paid for that trial and error on 
the part of the Century ? 

General Mircnety. The contractor, this was a fixed-price contract. 

Mr. Rivers. What was the rate of rejections by comparison of the 
other three potential manufacturers for the Air Force? 

General Mircuetu. As far as I know there have ben some launchers 
held back because of reinspection, and minor rework, but there have 
been no large quantity of rocket launchers rejected and completely 
nonacceptable. 

Mr. Héserr. I think Mr. Courtney wants to establish the number 
of rockets now resting, not accepted by the Navy; is that correct? 

Mr. Rivers. So you tell the committee, General, that you have no 
regrets with having awarded this contract at all, that you feel that 
contractor has kept the faith with the United States, and that the 
75,000 behind, being part of a large need for the Air Force, is of no 
great consequence and you feel that now they will catch up and you 
will have no troubles in the future; is that your testimony ? 

General Mircueti. Mr. Rivers, I am very unhappy about being 
75,000 behind. 

Mr. Rivers. You say they will catch up in a few days. 

General Mircue.y. 75 days, if we run at 1,000 a day, yes, sir; but 
there is serious 

Mr. Héserr. You just testified a few minutes ago you were satisfied 
to date. 

What is the difference, are you satisfied or are you unhappy? Let’s 
get together. 

General Mircuey. I can be satisfied in the entirety and I can be 
unhappy on part, sir. [Laughter. ] 

Mr. Rivers. You have got me sufficiently confused so I will just 
leave you to somebody else. 

Mr. Hésert. All right, we are learning a lot this morning, General. 

Mr. Gavin. May I ask a question ? 

Mr. Héserr. Mr. Gavin. 

Mr. Gavin. What is the policy of the Air Force now on launchers; 
on any future contracts, what will your policy be? 

General Mrrcnety. Sir, if I could address myself to that question, 
we in this procurement that we are speaking of with Century Indus- 
tries went through a production contract for a minor proportion of 
our requirements. 

Through that we have developed the article, the specification, until 
it is in its final form. We have complete Air Force blueprints, and we 
have gone out as of last Monday—we have worked hard at this—for 
a procurement for a very large quantity of launchers. 

I want to impress upon you that we have a specification that any 
manufacturer can take and blueprint and if he builds an article in 
accordance with those, it is a launcher that the Air Force wants. 

Mr. Gavin. You intended to do that at one time but then you did 
not follow through and you gave the contract to Century; is that 
right? 

‘You should have developed this at the time before you let the 
contract to Century to give these competitive companies an op- 
portunity to bid. 
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General MircHe.y. Sir, at that time we were talking about the pro- 
curement of the small initial quantity, versus now the large quantity 
for inventory. 

I would like to call to the attention of the committee also that this 
contract, this bid—request for bid has gone to what is called the mech- 
anized bidder’s list, all companies interested in this general cate- 
gory, approximately 200 concerns. 

Mr. eg Don’t you think that is the way you should have han- 
dled it in the first place? 

General Mircnett. I do not, sir. 

Mr. Gavin. Well, from the’ testimony given here, these two com- 
petitors have certainly turned in a satisfactory pee formance, isn’t 
that right, on the launchers they produced for the Navy? 

I can’t understand why under the circumstances if these people in 
that particular type of industry were turning out launchers that were 
perfectly satisfactory, that the Air Force would not permit them an 
opportunity to bid on these contracts without just giving it to one, 
without permitting competition to have an opportunity to bid. And 
I do no understand that. I would like to know, Mr. Chairman, who 
finally reached that decision in the Air Force. 

General Mircuein. Well, sir, the procurement of material which 
has been finally determined as to configuration and detail from a 
multiple of sources is entirely possible; ‘the procurement of an item 
which requires extensive design, redesign, development, and detailing 
of its parts and method of manufacture must be contracted with a 
more restricted group. 

Mr. Hésert. Now, General, Mr. Gavin has put his finger right on 
the button here. And understand right now that we are going to 
find out the name of the individual who authorized this contract. 

So don’t let’s hem and haw about it, somebody had to be the final 
authority on it. We want to know who that individual was. Who 
was he? Somebody had to be the final man. Somebody had to be 
the final word. And if you tell me that nobody has the final word, 
that would be interesting, too, to find out how the Air Force operates. 

General MiTcHeLu. Yes, sir, 

Mr. Héerr. Tell me who is the man? 

General Mrrcuety. If the question had been asked at the time of 
the procurement, been asked of me by the buyer, I at that time hav- 
ing—being the Chief of the Procurement Division, would have had 
the final word as to whether or not we would go and negotiate this 
with the sole source. 

Mr. Hepert. Then you made the decision to negotiate it with the 
sole source. You are the individual. 

General Mireuetn. I said if I had 

Mr. Hepserr. Never mind the “ifs.” 

General Mircnetn. The next echelon is the Chief of the Buying 
Division, the buying unit that really bought the device. The buy er 
made the decision to go to a sole-source negotiation, concurred in 
by his unit chief, and later reviewed by our most senior contract 
review board, called the Procurement Committee, as to being a proper 
procurement for the Air Force, and the contract being signed and 
concurred in by our Director of Procurement and Production. 
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To settle the question, there has been no direction at any time 
specifically on source on this item from any other level than at 
Headquarters, Air Materiel Command, at Wright Field. 

Mr. H&nerr. Now, who is that individual ? 

General Mircnety. Our buyer, Mr. Powell, made the decision. 

Mr. Hésert. Who made the decision ? 

General MrrcuHeini. Mr. Powell. 

Mr. Heeerr. He is the man responsible for making this decision? 

General Mircuett. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Heéserr. All right. We will ask Mr. Powell. Mr. Powell 
would be the competent witness to tell us. Is he here? 

General MircuHe.y. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Let me ask a question. 

On whose recommendation did he make that final decision? 

General Mircne.n. Perhaps we could ask Mr. Powell. 

Mr. Hérerr. You are not competent to answer that, General? Is 
it all right? 

General Mircuenu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Héserr. You don’t have to answer that. 

General Mrrcneiit. Mr. Powell, would you come up, and have 
Colonel Wilson with you. 

Mr. Heéserr. Mr. Powell, you have been sworn in? 

Mr. Powe. Yes. 

Mr. Heéeerr. You heard the question. You are the individual who 
is responsible for making the decision to let this contract without 
competitive bids; is that correct? 

Mr. Powetz. It was my recommendation; that is right. 

Mr. Héserr. You are the one responsible? 

Mr. Netson. Your recommendation to whom? 

Mr. H&serr. I want to know if you are responsible. 

Mr. Powetx. May I describe the exact method 

Mr. Hépzertr. You tell me whether you are responsible. Please, 
sir, tell me that. Then you can explain all you want to explain. 

(General Mitchell confers with Mr. Powell.) 

Mr. Powe uw. I am responsible for the basic decision, yes. 

Mr. Héperr. All right. That is what I wanted to know. 

Explain, now, how you arrived at it, since you are responsible. 

Mr. Fisnrer. He may want to explain. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to hear the witness explain his reasons 
for entering into it. 

Mr. Powetu. I think I could best do it if I would go back to 
January of 1954 when I received the purchase request. 

Mr. Hésert. All right, explain it any way you want. 

Mr. Powetn. All right. 

Mr. Héperr. You said you are the responsible man. 

Mr. Powerex. At that time the best launcher that we knew of for 
Air Force use was that one called the MA-1, made by Century Engi- 
neers, or in these two development contracts. 

During the testing of those launchers, in I think February and 
March of 1954, Century Industries brought in this launcher which 
they had nicknamed “Smiley.” And the tests down at Elgin showed 
that “Smiley” was superior technically, and later. 

As a consequence, it was determined that “Smiley” would be pro- 
cured in favor of the old MA-1. To buy “Smiley,” we had to use 
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Century Industries’ drawings. And we had no right to those draw- 
ings. In order to buy any rocket launchers, I saw no other way than 
to buy the first quantity from Century Industries. Secondly, look- 
ing at the urgent requirement which was given to me, I had to buy 
a fair-sized quantity. 

Now, this is taking into consideration the number of rockets which 
we were receiving from the Navy. So it was decided that we would 
try to buy an initial quantity which would first get us the drawings 
from Century Industries and give us the right for the balance of the 
procurement to go out competitively. 

Secondly 

Mr. Netson. Could I interrupt, Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Héperr. Yes, Mr. Nelson. 

Mr. Netson. Did Century Industries give you the right to the 
drawings under the terms of this first contract? 

Mr. Powetn. Century Industries gave us the rights on the present 
contract for 100,000. 

Mr. Netson. They gave you the rights to the drawings on all future 
contracts? 

Mr. Powe... That is right. 

Mr. Rivers. That was one of the conditions precedent to your 
awarding the contract. for the number? 

Mr. Power. That is correct. And we picked this figure of 100,000 
units, basing it on rocket deliveries to date and the estimates that we 
had from the Bureau of Ordnance, I believe, in the Navy, as to what 
our future rocket deliveries would be. 

Now, at that time, in the Procurement Division it was our policy on 
sole sources—we had, you might say, two classes of sole sources: In 
one instance where a buyer would know that other firms could make 
an item; that he could go to them but he doesn’t because of some good 
reason. In that case he was to go to the Chief of the Procurement 
Division and write him and say, “May we negotiate solely with this 
firm, because of the following reasons,” even though these other firms 
could make it. 

The other case, in which this one fell, is the case where a piece of 
equipment can be actually made by only one firm. And I felt that at 
this time this was the case. I had no drawings. The only people 
that had drawings were Century Industries. In this instance it was 
the policy of the buyer to set up a memorandum and sign it and put 
it in the file as to why he did not seek competition. This was done in 
this case. And in this complete file which was submitted to the Pro- 
curement Committee and to General Mitchell are the reasons why we 
didn’t go to any other firms. 

Primarily, we had to go to Century Industries for drawings. We 
could get nowhere. And in that disposition form, as we call them, 
as I remember, the statement was made that future procurements 
would be made on a competitive basis if at all possible. 

Mr. Heépert. May I interrupt you there, Mr. Powell ? 

Did you state that in your memorandum that it was your recol- 
lection ? 

Mr. Powert. It was my recollection in that memorandum. 

Mr. Hésert. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Powetu. We said that this sole-source procurement was for this 
initial quantity and that it was the intent of the buying office that fu- 
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ture procurements would be done competitively on the drawings and 
rights which we would obtain from this contract. 

Mr. Hépsertr. Where is that memorandum ? 

Mr. Powe tt. It is at Wright Field in the office contract file. 

Mr. Héserr. Why wasn’t it brought along here? 

Colonel Wison. I have a copy of it, sir, if you wish. 

Mr. Héperr. Certainly. I think it should be in the record. 

Colonel Witson. It is not a signed copy, sir. 

Mr. Héperr. Read it out. We want to hear it. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Héserr. Mr. Cunningham. 

Mr. Cunntncuam. I understood you to say, Mr. Powell, that that 
memorandum went to some general. Did you say General Mitchell ? 

Mr. Powetx. The complete file, with the memorandum in it, is sub- 
mitted to the Procurement Committee, which is this board of lawyers 
and buyers. 

Mr. Cunntncuam. That is what disturbed me. I understood at the 
beginning you said it was your sole responsibility. If so, why did you 
have to submit that file to anyone else ? 

Mr. Powetu. I am the man that wrote this [indicating paper]. 

Mr. Cunnrneuam. Yes, but your were still trying to get approval 
from someone above you or aside from you. You are getting away 
from the sole responsibility that you stated originally was yours. 

General Mircuett. Mr. Cunningham, may I answer the question ? 

Mr. Cunnrneuam. I would like to have it answered; yes, sir. 

General Mircue.yi. Having a great number of buyers and having a 
set of policies and procedures under which they operate, they proceed 
to the negotiation of this nature on their responsibility, that Mr. 
Powell said he had for making this decision. However, as the con- 
tract becomes available for final signature, we have a review on all 
contracts. Any contract over $350,000-—— 

Mr. CunninGHAmM. What you are really telling me: it is not Mr. 
Powell’s sole responsibility, as he testified to; your facts disprove his 
statement, I think. 


I want to get that cleared up. I think the record ought to be 
cleared up. 

Mr. Gavin. Yes, but before you reached your decision you went to 
the general—what was the general’s name ? 

Mr. Powetu. I went to no general before the contract was written. 

Mr. Héserr. If I may clear it up, Mr. Powell has explained it this 
way: In taking the full responsibility, that in the procedure of pro- 
curement he, as a buyer, as an individual, is allowed to eliminate com- 
petitive buying for certain reasons. He described two reasons. And 
in this case, in his opinion, the purchase here fell within one of those 
reasons, and he wrote the memorandum on his own responsibility and 
made it a matter of record. 

Mr. Powe. Correct. 

Mr. Hépsertr. And proceeded with the contract. 

(Mr. Powell nods “yes.”’) 

Mr. Héserr. He did not have to go to anybody else to get an O. K. 
on that recommendation. It was a recommendation to the file; is that 
correct ? 

Mr. Powe.u. That is correct. 

Mr. Fisuer. Let’s have the memorandum. 
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Mr. Netson. You submit the memorandum to the reviewing board 
after the contract is drawn ? 

Mr. Powett. That is correct. 

Mr. Netson. Is there a provision in the contract that it shall not 
become effective unless approved by the reviewing board ? 

Mr. Powett. The provision I think reads until the “proper admin- 
istrative approval.” 

Colonel Winson. Yes. 

Mr. Powe. It doesn’t spell out specifically what office or person. 

Mr. Netson. Well, what is the interpretation of that provision in 
the contract? In this particular instance doesn’t it mean until it 
is approved by the reviewing board and by General Mitchell? Is 
that not true ? 

Mr. Powe tt. Internally, in the Air Force, no contract over $350,- 
000 will be awarded without the review of the committee. 

Mr. Netson. And this was a contract over $350,000 ? 

Mr. Powetx. That is correct. 

Mr. Netson. So that by the terms of the contract, the ultimate de- 
cision as to the validity of that contract rested with the reviewing 
board and with General Mitchell, not with you? 

Mr. Powett. They approve the contracts, but they must rely on 
what I put into it. 

Mr. Netson. I see. 

Mr. Mitier. May we have the memorandum, Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Heéprerr. Yes; let’s have that memorandum now. 

Read it into the record, please. 

Mr. Powe. The date is the 22d of September 1954. The sub- 
ject is Memorandum on Sole-Source Negotiations with Century In- 
dustries Corp. for Contract AF 33(600)-26547. 

Originally, purchase request 144523 specified Century Engineering Drawing 
No. 101688, type MA-1 rocket launchers, 

During negotiation with this company an informal survey by the Los Angeles 
Air Procurement District of this contractor’s facilities developed the fact that 
Century Industries Corp. was the manufacturing licensee of Century Engineers, 
Ine. An inquiry directed to Century Industries for the MA-1 launcher dis- 
closed that a type MA-3 launcher was being tested at Eglin Air Force Base 
which was superior to the type MA-1 launcher and an alternate low bid was 
received for the MA-3 launcher. 

On the basis of the Eglin tests, the ‘“‘Lab’—meaning the Armament Labora- 
tory—prepared exhibit WCL-755 covering the MA-3 unit and recommended 
procurement to the new exhibit. 

Since delivery was critical to meet stockpiling of rockets, negotiations were 
continued with Century Industries for 100,000 launchers on the basis that 
this was the only known contractor having a tested design and adequate facili- 
ties to meet the requirements. 

The balance of this procurement at $299,858 launchers, are being reserved 
for competitive procurement. Classified communications are on file in this 
office showing the need for these launchers and indicating higher leved partici- 
pation in this procurement. 

And there were four signatures on that: mine, John C. Powell, 
buyer; Ralph B. Brinkman; Edward B. Reed, major, USAF; James 
F. Rupp, Accessories Branch, 

Mr. Netson. Mr. Powell, could you tell us what the latter part 
of that memorandum means? Would you read that again? It says 
something was received indicating higher-level participation in this 
procurement. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Read it a little louder; will you please? 
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Mr. Powe... That last sentence reads: 


Classified communications are on file in this office showing the need for these 
launchers and indicating higher-level participation in this procurement. 

Mr. NEtson. Now, just what does that mean ? 

Mr. PowE.u. Well, sir, it is difficult to answer because it is classified. 
In fact, I can’t at this time. 

General Mircuet. I believe, Mr. Nelson, I could ask Mr. Powell 
a question. I am sure he did not mean to imply in that sentence that 
somebody had directed that it be bought from a source. Is that 
what 

Mr. Powetw. It could, as I remember, refer to that time when Cen- 
tury Industries and the buying team broke off negotiations, or rather 
Century Industries actually broke it off. At that time, frankly, I 
was in a quandary. The only firm that had the best launcher had 
gone home, and they didn’t want to negotiate any further. So I 
summed up my problems and put them in writing and sent them to 
General Mitchell. And his reply was that— 

Suppose I tried to continue negotiations for perhaps 50,000 launchers, but we 


will put first priority efforts on a performance-type exhibit and do that 
competitively. 





Now, that of course goes into sort of a semiresearch and develop- 
ment. It would necessarily mean a lot of testing, particularly on 
first articles in the contract. In other words, this exhibit says: 

We want something that won't be longer than this and bigger around than this 
{indicating with hands] and will fire so many rocket launchers. 

In other words, it is development on the part of those firms trying 
to meet that exhibit. 

Mr. Netson. Do I understand the Air Force was after a rocket 
launcher that had never before been manufactured, is that right, in 
quantities ? 

Mr. Powe... If you mean the minimum 7-round launcher, capable 
of suspension on HV AR posts 

Mr. Netson. Mr. Powell, don’t tell me what I mean. Tell me what 
the Air Force was after. 

Mr. PowE.u. We were after the minimum—not a shipper launcher— 
but a minimum rocket launcher capable of firing seven 2.75-inch FFA 
rockets, and being jettisoned from either HVAR suspension, 14-inch 
bomb rack or the 30-inch bomb rack. 

Mr. Netson. You could not find a launcher to meet your specifica- 
tion among those currently in manufacture ? 

Mr. Powe. The Navy launcher would not meet that. 

Mr. Newtson. And the only launcher that you found to meet your 
specification was the so-called MA-3, in the testing stage at Elgin 
Field; is that correct? 

Mr. Powe... I believe you could say that the MA~-1 launcher devel- 
oped by Century engineers would meet them, but not as well. In 
other words, it wasn’t as good a launcher as the MA-3. 

Mr. Newson. Well, the Air Force, having made its decision that 
the MA-3 met its specification better than any other launcher, the 
only concern that could manufacture that was Century Industries? 

Mr. Powe... I would say that there are firms today that could 
manufacture. But, again, if we go to another design away from the 
“Smiley,” we have to go into testing it to make sure. I mean we 
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have to test now. We don’t want to put them out in the field and then 
see if they are good. 

set's fe ELSON. Well, the other concerns could manufacture the 
MA-3?% 

Mr. Powe... They could not at that time because I had no drawings 
to give them. 

Mr. Netson. That is what I would like to get clear. Is there any 
other rocket concern in the country that could manufacture the MA-3 
without getting the specification and design from Century Industries ? 

Mr. Powe. That is a big question to answer, sir, but I don’t know 
of any of that time. 

Mr. Netson. At that time? 

Mr. Powe tu. I didn’t know of any. 

Mr. Netson. Was the MA-3, the so-called “Smiley” launcher, a 
design of the Century Industries that they developed ? 

Mr. Powe. That is correct. 

Mr. Netson. And the Air Force had no right to their plans and 
specification unless they contracted with them ‘ 

Mr. Powe... That is correct. 

Mr. Netson. And the Air Force, having concluded that they wanted 
the MA-3 or Smiley launcher, they went to the only manufacturer 
who could manufacture it because they had developed it and had the 
plans and specification ? 

Mr. Powe tu. Correct. 

Mr. Netson. Is that or is that not the reason that you negotiated 
with Century Engineers? 

Mr. Powe tt. That is correct. 

Mr. Héserr. Mr. Hess? 

Mr. Hess. Who was it that decided that you were to purchase 100,- 
000 of these launchers? That wasn’t your decision, was it? 

Mr. Powe.u. I would say, together with my former contracting 
officer and some of the people at our next higher level in the section 
office, we sat down, as I recollect, and studied the delivery schedules 
of the 2.75-inch rocket from the Navy to the Air Force, and based on 
those, when we had hoped to get a contract out, it seemed that 100,- 
000 was a good quantity, and it was certainly large enough to give us 
the benefits of what we thought were lower prices through procuring 
the large quantity at one time. 

Mr. Hess. Well, wasn’t this contract or this purchase, rather, a re- 
search and development purchase? You hadn’t used any of these 
“Smiley” launchers before, had you? 

Mr. Powetu. Only in testing, down at Eglin. 

Mr. Hess. Only in testing? 

Mr. Powe.u. That is correct. I wouldn’t say it was a research and 
development contract, because Century Industries came to us with a 
design and a rocket launcher, in fact. 

Mr. Hess. Then why didn’t you procure the entire amount of 
400,000 ? 

Mr. Poweu. First, we thought that we didn’t need to at that time. 
We could do it this way and then reserve this balance for competitive 
procurement, which, as I understand it, is the desire of Congress—that 
we procure competitively. 

Mr. Hess. Is it customary for you in procurements to procure 25 
percent of the total amount of your order without competitive bids? 
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Mr. Powe... No, sir. I wouldn’t say that is the custom. 

Mr. Hess. Then why was it done in this case? 

Mr. Powett. Purely based on the delivery of rocket launchers to the 
Air Force. In other words, we were trying to have 1 launcher for 
every 7 rockets that we would receive in the next so many months at 
that time. 

Mr. Hess. But you find you are now short 75,000 launchers. 

Mr. Netson. Mr. Chairman, does it appear of record what the rea- 
sons for the delinquencies in deliveries were? 

Mr. Héserr. I think the general has testified and we have some 
previous testimony in connection with that, Mr. Nelson. 

Mr. Netson. May I ask were the reasons connected with working 
the bugs out of this launcher? What were the reasons for the delin- 
quencies on this contract ? 

General Mrrcneii. One of the major delinquencies was their sub- 
mitting what would be their own test report. This was 60 days late. 
One of the reasons was the testing—the laboratory’s testing jig broke 
down. 

Mr. Netson. Was that the Air Force testing laboratory ? 

General Mircueti. No; that was the commercial testing laboratory. 

The present delinquency can only partially be attributed to working 
the bugs out of this rocket. There have been some minor changes. 
But, in general, the MA-8 design has carried right through and was 
a satisfactory design. 

Mr. Netson. Well, what were the other reasons for the delinquency ? 

General Mrrcneti. Well, we have had some delays in testing it by 
the contractor—apparently some delays of a minor nature in testing 
it by the Air Force; time to rework and check out some of the details 
found in the first testing. 

Mr. Netson. General, answer this one for me: If you had gone to 
commercial contractors who were capable of manufacturing the MA-1 
rocket, you would have gotten immediate delivery, would you not? 

General Mrrcuety. There had been no commercial manufacture of 
the MA-~1 launcher. 

Mr. Netson. And there was no launcher being manufactured com- 
mercially that would meet the specification of the Air Force? 

General Mircueiy. That is correct. 

Mr. Netson. That is all. 

Mr. Hésert. Of course, Mr. Nelson, I may say in the previous 
hearings here that was developed for the committee the lack of unity 
between the Navy and the Air Force launcher. And while the gen- 
eral testifies, and testifies properly, that there was no launcher being 
manufactured to meet the requirements of the Air Force, the require- 
ments of the Air Force could have been that the launcher would be 
painted pink and blue, but it would have been in effect the same 
launcher. So the real situation resolves to this: there is no unity 
between the forces they are in the competitive status and are not 
unifying their efforts. 

Mr. CunnincHam. Mr. Chairman, I have one question. 

Mr. Powell, will you tell us, if you can, who was the individual or 
who were the individuals who made the final decision to place this 
order ? 

Mr. Powe. I recommended the contract. 

Mr. CunnincHAM. You are not answering my qnestion. 
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Mr. Miter. Let him continue. 

Mr. Powe. It is a little bit difficult for me to give you a plain 
answer, I realize. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. Well, what is confusing me; you stated it was 
your responsibility. Then you proceeded to testify and show it was 
not your responsibility. Now, it may be very heroic on your part 
to accept the responsibility at this hearing, but we still haven’t found 
out whose decision it was in the final analysis who gave this order. 
I don’t know yet, and I don’t think any member of the committee 
knows. Can you tell us? 

Mr. Powerx. Can I explain to you briefly the method? 

Mr. Cunnincuam. If you can tell us, I would like to have the 
answer. 

Mr. Powe tt. It is the buyer’s responsibility to negotiate the con- 
tract which is the best possible deal that he could give to the Air 
Force. He, working in conjunction with his contracting officer, is 
responsible for the writing of that contract and assembling the file 
to back it up, depending 

Mr. CunnrINGHAM. But in the final analysis someone decides: “We 
will deal with Century and order 100,000 of these at a certain price.” 
Now, who made that decision? That is what I am trying to get at. 

Mr. Gavin. Would it be the contracting officer ¢ 

Mr. Cunnineuam. He hasn’t said so. 

Mr. Netson. Yes. 

Mr. Powerex. I would say the real root of the decision is based on 
the fact that their launcher was the best. I mean the testing at 
Eglin 

Mr. Bates. Was it the Board, Mr. Powell, that made the final deci- 
sion to authorize this contract ? 

Mr. Powetu. The authorization of the contract, making it legal ? 

Mr. Bates. Who finalized the contract ? 

Mr. Powe tu. It has to receive the approval, I guess, of the Chief 
of the Procurement Division—correct ? 

General Mrrcenetzi. Mr. Cunningham, I think I perhaps can help 
Mr. Powell, if I may. 

Our buyers are charged with negotiating a contract and getting it 
prepared in its final form with all its conditions, and even to making 
the decision in this case to negotiate. He made this in collaboration 
with others and put down his Justification for that. 

That contract must proceed forward for certain approvals before 
it becomes a contract. The contracting officer can sign it, but it states 
that until it has the manual approval of the Director of Procurement 
and Production, it is not a contract. 

It proceeds up through the unit chief, goes up to this procurement 
review committee that I spoke of—and this is any contract—goes up 
to that level that is over $350,000. ; 

If it is a million-dollar contract it comes to the desk of the Procure- 
ment Division, as such, which was myself. If it is over $1 million, 
it went to the desk of the Director of Procurement and Production, 
who was my next superior, a major general officer. 

In this case—I haven’t looked at the contract, but undoubtedly it 
was signed, manually approved, by that Director, my immediate 
superior. I do not believe I signed the contract. j 
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But to answer your question, Mr. Cunningham, we attempt to work 
on the basis of work accomplished and completed at the working level, 
and then review and approve, and responsibility is at the top to accom- 
plish the large workload that we have. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. Then your answer is that the one who gave the 
final, clinching approval for this order was your immediate superior ? 

General Mircueti. That would be right. 

Do we have a copy of the contract, to see who made—— 

(Mr. Powell confers with General Mitchell.) 

General Mircuei. I haven’t looked. I failed to do that, but that 
would be the proper one; yes, sir. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. You don’t know at this time who it was? 

General Mircuett. By name I don’t. But that would be proper. 

Mr. Gavin. It was not Mr. Powell’s responsibility. 

Mr. Hever. It was not his responsibility, but certainly he is the 
responsible individual for making the decisions. 

Mr. Gavin. Yes; but he has a group that collaborated with him. 

Mr. Héserr. That is merely perfunctory. 

General Mrrcuein. That is right. We can’t place this much re- 
sponsibility in any one man. We shouldn’t. We want balances and 
checks, from different people. 

Mr. Héverr. Yes. I want to ask you one more question before we 
proceed. 

Under what authority was this contract signed? Can you answer 
that. question ¢ 

Mr. Powe. Section 2 (c) (1) of the Armed Services Procure- 
ment Act of 1947. 

Mr. H&éserr. What does that section say? 

Mr. Powerex. Public emergency. We are in a period of public 
emergency, declared by the President, and we can negotiate our con- 
tracts in that period under the authority of that section. I can’t 
cite it by heart. 

Mr. Hésverr. No, I know you can’t. The committee knows what 
the section is. I just wanted you to say it for the record. 

Mr. Powexu. Oh. 

Mr. Héserr. So this contract was signed under an emergency ? 

Mr. Powe. Correct. 

Mr. Hépserr. What emergency existed, except the declaration of the 
President? Any other exigency ? 

Mr. Powett. Yes, sir; the fact that we had rockets and didn’t have 
rocket launchers to shoot them from. 

Mr. Hépsertr. What are you doing now with the rockets that are 
piling up? You are 75,000 short. 

Mr. Powe.t. What are we doing with them? 

Mr. Heperr. Yes. 

Mr. Powe... I presume they are stored. 

Mr. Hé&éserr. They are storing them? 

Mr. Powe... Or that is the plan, that we would store them, and 
launchers stored nearby or with them. 

Mr. Covrrney. Mr. Powell, you were present in the room when 
Mr. James K. Knoebel testified, were you not? 

Mr. Powe tu. No, sir. 
Mr. Covurrnry. Do you know Mr. Knoebel ? 
Mr. Powe t. I do. 
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Mr. Courtney. Did you have a conversation with him after this 
contract of which we are now referring 

Mr. Powe tt. I did. 

Mr. Courrney. Was entered into? 

Mr. Powe. I did. 

Mr. Courrney. In approximately May 1954? 

Mr. Powe.t. No, sir, not May. I don’t believe I ever talked to 
Mr. Knoebel before November 30, I think it was. 

Mr. Courrney. Of what year? 

Mr. Powe... 1954. 

Mr. Courtney. What do you have to say to this statement, sworn 
to before this committee: Mr. Knoebel had a conversation with you 
in May 1954, at your office, with a Colonel Mundee present, and in 
answer to an inquiry by Mr. Knoebel as to why his company had not 
been given an opportunity of bidding on this contract 

Mr. Powrti. Mr. Courtney 

Mr. Courtney. Now, just let me ask you the question. 

Mr. Powe... O. K. 

Mr. Courtney. That you answered Mr. Knoebel as follows: 











They would answer anything I would ask them, with that one exception— 


referring to who authorized and directed the entrance of this contract, 
and I continue the quote: 

The only thing they would tell me at that time was that they had been directed 
by the Pentagon to procure this package that Century Engineers had developed, 
tested, and approved by the Air Force. 

Question : Now, any other parts of that conversation that you have overlooked, 
anything else transpired? 

Did you have such a conversation with Mr. Knoebel ? 

Mr. Powe... First I talked to him in November of 1954. It was 
after this contract was awarded. And that wasn’t until October. 

Mr. Courrnery. All right. 

Mr. Poweii. November 30. 

Mr. Courtney. Did you have such a conversation with Mr. Knoebel ? 

Mr. Powent. I do not remember, and I am almost positive that I 
never made a statement that the award was directed by the Pentagon 
or by anyone at Headquarters, AMC. 

Mr. Courtney. The question can be answered “Yes” or “No.” Did 
you say to Mr. Knoebel in the conversation to which you refer that 
you would not tell him the name of the person involved, but that you 
had been directed by the Pentagon to procure this package that 
Century Engineers had developed, tested, and approved by the 
Air Force? 

Mr. Powe... No. 

Mr. Courtney. Did you state that to Mr. Knoebel? 

Mr. Powe... I did not. 

Mr. Courtney. What did you tell Mr. Knoebel ? 

Mr. Powrti. As I remember, Mr. Knoebel wanted to know why 
we didn’t go ahead and issue requests for proposal. 

Mr. Courrney. What did you tell him? 

Mr. Powe. This is after Century Industries broke off negotiations. 

Mr. Courrney. What did you tell him? 

Mr. Powstu. I told him that I could not make any statements in 
that area, 

Mr. Courrney. Why not? 











666 AIR FORCE PROCUREMENT OF ROCKET LAUNCHERS 


Mr. Powe uy. Part of the reason 

Mr. Courtney. Well, let’s have all of the reasons. 

Mr. Powetu. One of the reasons was the facility report which we 
had on Century Industries. These reports are made upon data which 
the contractors or potential contractors give us confidentially. We 
are not to disclose it to any other sources outside of the Government. 

Mr. Courtney. What, Mr. Powell, would that have to do with an 
inquiry as to why Mr. Knoebel’s company, could not be permitted to 
participate in the bid ? 

Mr. Powe. Well, at the time that Century Industries broke off, 
our formal report from the Los Angeles Air Procurement District 
came back and it was negative in one of the four respects on which 
our reports—production ability, finances 

Mr. Covurrney. The question I am asking you is, What did the in- 
spection report on Century Engineers have to do with the question 
that was asked you by Mr. Knoebel as to why his company was not 
given an opportunity to bid? 

Mr. Powerit. Well, the report, through sections of Century Indus- 
tries, was revised to become favorable. 

Mr. Courtney. Through the action of whom? 

Mr. Poweitzi. Of Century Industries. 

Mr. Courtney. Who revised it to make it become favorable? 

Mr. Poweitn. Pardon? 

Mr. Courtney. Whorevised it to make it become favorable ? 

Mr. Powe... It was after Century Industries agreed to make 
changes that we requested. We asked for a new report, and this was 
favorable, thus enabling us to go forward and award the contract. 

Mr. Courtney. Now, when did that report become favorable in 
point of time? 

Mr. Powetu. It was in the last week of August 1954. 

Mr. Courtney. In the last week of August 1954 you had a favor- 
able report made on Century Industries? 

Mr. Powetu. (Nods). 

Mr. Courtney. Had the reports theretofore been unfavorable? 

Mr. Powe. That is correct. 

Mr. Courtney. On what basis? 

Mr. Powe. Mr. Courtney, it is the policy of the Air Force to not 
divulge the results of facility surveys, since the contractors do give 
us this information confidentially. 

Mr. Hésert. Mr. Powell, you will have to answer that question. 

General MitcHeiyi. You can answer it. 

Mr. Powe. It was in regard to finances. 

Mr. Courtney. In regard to finances? 

Mr. Powe.y. Correct. 

Mr. Courtney. Now, how long had that condition existed prior to 
this favorable report ? 

Mr. Powe... The initial report, which was unfavorable, I think 
was rendered, I believe in May of 1954. 

Mr. Courrney. When did you open negotiations with Century 
Industries in point of time? , 

Mr. Powe. Century Industries, the 26th of February 1954. 


Mr. Courrnry. And you continued to negotiate on down through 
to August 1954? 
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Mr. Powe. No, sir. 
Mr. Courtney. What happened in the interval ? 





ve Mr. Powe tt. In the middle of June, Century Industries withdrew, 
th broke off negotiations, and at the same time, within a few days, I got 
Te this initial unfavorable report. It wasn’t May; it was June. At this 
t. time I wrote to General Mitchell and told him of my predicament. He 
n directed that we continue negotiations for a lesser amount and put 
to our priority efforts on getting the performance-type exhibit. This 
was done. I got the source list. I drew up the “RFP”—all those 
ff, routine things that have to be done. And I was ready to issue those 
et about the first week of July. 
th At this time Century Industries returned to our headquarters and 
agreed to these conditions which we had laid down. In other words, 
n- they lowered their prices; they remedied this financial trouble, and 
yn we were able to continue negotiations. 
ot Mr. Courtney. Now, Mr. Powell, do you consider a contract in the 
amount of 100,000 units of this character to be a procurement contract 
s- or a research and development contract, in that quantity ? 


Mr. Powe. Procurement. 

Mr. Courtney. You regard it as a procurement contract ? 

Mr. Powetn. (Nods.) 
Mr. Courtney. That would normally be put out to competitive bid; 
would it not? 
Mr. Powetw. That is correct. 


ke Mr. Bares. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question at this point? 
as Mr. Hépert. You consider it procurement. All right. 

Mr. Bares. Mr. Chairman, the earlier portion of this hearing had 
in to do with the reason why it was given to Century, and, as I under- 


stand the reason given, it was that they had the plans already devel- 
oped and you could receive them from no other source, and expedite 
r- the procurement of this item. 

Mr. Powe... (Nods.) | 

Mr. Bates. Now, was this development under a Navy contract or 
did they do it solely with their own money ? 

Mr. Powe tt. It is my understanding they did it on their own funds. 

Mr. Bares. Well, is it your understanding, or do you know? 





ot Mr. Powe... I have Mr. Babbitt’s statement. That is the best that 
ve IT have. He said, “We”, meaning Century Industries, had developed 


this rocket launcher. 
Mr. Bates. They had done experimental work for the Navy in this 
field; hadn’t they ? 
Mr. Powe tt. I don’t believe that they had ever received a formal 
R. and D. contract with the Navy. I don’t know. They did have a 
production contract. 
to Mr. Bares. Well, does the counsel have that information ? 
Mr. Heésert. That was the original contract you are speaking of 
nk now, Mr. Bates? 
Mr. Kuun. At the time you are talking about, Century Engineers 
ry and Century Industries were working together. Engineers did the 
; development work, and Industries did the production work. 


oh 
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The research and development was done by Century Engineers, 
when Century Engineers and Century Industries were united. But 
Century Industries did the production contract and Century Engi- 
neers did the R. and D. 

Mr. Héserr. I think Mr. Bates has asked a question which is a very 
important question, and that is that the original forrpenes of the 
so-called rocket launcher was an R. and D. contract and that this grew 
out of the original development, which the Navy I think supplied 
$25,000 toward, if I recall correctly. The Navy gave them $25,000. 
So they superimposed a new gadget on this and called it a “Smiley.” 
They may have called it something else and the Air Force would have 
bought it. 

Mr. Bares. So this was done at the Government’s expense ? 

Mr. Hésert. That is correct. 

Mr. Bares. The original development ? 

Mr. Héserr. The original development. 

Mr. Bares. At Government expense? 

Mr. Héserr. That is right. 

Mr. Bares. Now, it would seem to me that the Government had some 
right, if that is the situation. Has the counsel gone into that particular 
problem ? 

Mr. Courtney. Yes; we have, Mr. Bates. 

Mr. Bares. Can you give the committee any information regard- 
ing it? 

Mr. Courtney. If we are permitted to, we will develop that whole 
subject of proprietary rights. 

Mr. Heéserr. All right, Mr. Courtney. 

Mr. Courtney. Mr. Powell, when you were instructed to proceed 
with this procurement, what information was given to you as to the 
requirements of the Air Force for the product that was to be pro- 
cured? What were you told, or what conditions were you required to 
meet in your contract and in your negotiations for delivery of these 
launchers ¢ 

Mr. Powe tt. 50,000 units, fourth quarter, fiscal year 1954. That is 
April, May, and June of 1954. 

Mr. Courrney. April, May, and June 1954? 

Mr. Powexx. Right; 120,000 units first quarter, fiscal year 1955— 
July, August, and September. 

Mr. Courtnry. Now, let me ask you this: Did you have any other 
procurement other than from this contract of Century Engineers for 
this type of gadget? Do you know that? Have you procured or 
entered into any contract with any other company for this type of 
procurement ? 

Mr. Powrtu. We had contracts with Century Engineers for the 
MA-1, true. 

Mr. Courtney. For the MA-3? 

Mr. Powetu. For the MA-3. 

Mr. Courtney. Yes. 

Mr. Powe. No one else. 

Mr. Courtney. No one else. So the only contract we are talking 
about now is the requirement that was given you, at what time? 

Mr. Powe... I received that purchase request in January of 1954. 

Mr. Courtney. January, 1954? 

Mr. Powe tu. (Nods.) 
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Mr. Courtney. With performance to be completed in February 
1955, that correct ? 

Mr. Powe.u. The original PRHT for March of 1955. 

Mr. Courtney. Now, from what source do you get that requirement ? 

Mr. Powetu. The delivery schedule? 

Mr. Courtney. Yes. 

Mr. Powe.uL. From the Directorate of Supply and Services. They 
initiated the purchase request. 

Mr. Courtney. You have nothing to do with fixing that schedule? 

Mr. Powe... No, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. That is a requirement that is given to you? 

Mr. Powe... That is correct. 

Mr. Courtney. And you proceed from that point on? 

Mr. Powe... (Nods.) 

a. Courtney. From then on it becomes a buying problem with 
you ¢ 

Mr. Powe. Correct. 

Mr. Courtney. Now, was this described to you as being an urgent 
procurement ¢ 

Mr. Powe tu. Yes, it was. 

Mr. Courtnry. That an emergency existed ? 

Mr. Powel. Yes. 

Mr. Courtney. Were you told that in the course of the transmittal 
to you? 

Mr. Powett. That is correct. The PR was stamped “Urgent” in 
big letters. 

Mr. Courtney. The PR was stamped “Urgent.” What is a “PR”? 

Mr. PoweL. Purchase request. 

Mr. Courtney. So you were confronted, then, in 1954, with an 
urgent request ? 

Mr. Powe. Correct. 

Mr. Courtney. Did you know how long the requirement had been 
urgent prior to the time you received it ? 

Mr. Powe... No, sir; I didn’t. 

Mr. Courtney. Not so far as you are concerned ? 

Mr. Powe. (Nods.) 

Mr. Courtney. Mr. Chairman, I think the record would probably 
require at this point an interpretation of a letter from the Depart- 
ment of the Air Force Directorate of Legislative Liaison, a part of 
which I shall read. 

Mr. Hésert. Proceed. 

Mr. Courtney. January 26, 1955, in response to a request of the 
committee concerning this procurement, paragraph 2 reads: 


In 1953 the Air Force was faced with an urgent requirement for air-to-ground 
rocket launchers. The only model then available which was being produced for 
the Navy at a unit cost of approximately $45, was found unacceptable to the Air 
Force in that it did not fit the various types of aircraft upon which it was to 
be installed. 

A development contract was awarded to Century Engineers, Inc., at Burkbank, 
Calif., on February 20, 1953. Between February and August of 1953 various 
design problems were being solved which involved both the launcher and aircraft. 

At a meeting in August 1953, between Air Force representatives and Century 
Engineers, it was agreed that development of the launcher should be expedited 
and that we would initiate immediate action to procure a quantity of service 
test launchers for operational suitability testing. Such an award was made to 
Century Engineers on December 21, 1953, for 400 launchers. These were pro- 
duced and tested in March 1954. 
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While the Century Engineers launcher was undergoing tests in March 1954, 
Century Industries of San Pedro, Calif., which at one time was associated with 
Century Engineers, developed and furnished at no cost to the Government 90 
“Smiley” launchers for testing. The launchers of both companies were tested 
and it was determined that with minor modification both launchers could fulfill 
Air Force requirements. 

By this time air-to-ground rockets were being produced and were available 
in the Air Force inventory. Accordingly, the requirement for a launcher for 
these rockets became urgent and it was determined that 100,000 launchers, a 
portion of the total requirement, would be procured by the most expeditious 
method. It was not possible to procure these launchers on an advertised com- 
petitive basis because of the urgency of the need and the fact that the require- 
ments were unique. 

By July 1954 a procurement exhibit specification had been formulated by the 
Air Materiel Command. Although this exhibit specification was available, it 
was not considered advisable to have open competition for this procurement 
because the specification required approval of the proposed design plus engineer- 
ing tests prior to the design being acceptable for production. Because of the 
urgency of the requirement and further because Century Engineers and Century 
Industries had previously passed this test, only these two companies were 
invited to submit proposals on the 100,000 launchers based on their respective 
designs. Both companies submitted proposals. 

Century Engineers initially quoted a unit price of $78, while Century In- 
dustries quoted a unit price of $39.75. Negotiation was continued by the Air 
Force with Century Industries for the 100,000 launchers, with the result that 
the unit cost was negotiated to $36.62. The contract was negotiated under the 
authority of section 2 (c) (1) of the Armed Services Procurement Act of 1947, 
Public 413, 80th Congress, implemented in paragraph 3-201.1 of the Armed Serv- 
ices Procurement Regulation. 

Century Engineers proposed to begin delivery of the launchers within 60 
days from the date of the contract, thus resulting in an early fulfillment of 
this portion of the Air Force requirement. 

A further benefit resulting from this procedure was that the Air Force was 
afforded time to study new designs for incorporation into the launcher specifi- 
cation. Although the urgency of the original requirement was such that the 
Air Force felt that the best interests of the Department of Defense would be 
served by the action outlined above, it is anticipated that competition will be 
procured in immediate future requirements of this item by submitting requests 
for proposals to all known manufacturers. Thereafter, when a specification 
has been sufficiently perfected so as to permit advertising, procurement will 
be on that basis. 


This letter was received, Mr. Chairman, shortly after January 26, 
1955, and prior to our hearing of April 1955. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, January 26, 1955. 
CHAIRMAN, SUBCOMMITTEE ON DEFENSE ACTIVITIES, 
Committee on Armed Services, 
House of Representatives. 


Dear Mr. CHarrMAN: I refer to the committee’s letter dated November 15, 
1954, and Congressman Hess’ letter of January 13, 1955 concerning the award 
of a contract by the Air Force to Century Industries for 100,000 “Smiley” 
rocket launchers. 

In 1953 the Air Force was faced with an urgent requirement for air-to-ground 
rocket launchers. The only model then available, which was being produced for 
the Navy at a unit cost of approximately $45, was found to be unacceptable to 
the Air Force in that it did not fit the various types of aircraft upon which it was 
to be installed. 

A development contract was awarded to Century Engineers, Inc., of Burbank, 
Calif., on February 20, 1953. Between February and August of 1953 various 
design problems were being solved which involved both the launcher and 
aircraft. At a meeting in August 1953 between Air Force representatives and 
Century Engineers, it was agreed that development of the launcher should be 
expedited and that we would initiate immediate action to procure a quantity of 
service test launchers for operational suitability testing. Such an award was 
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made to Century Engineers on December 21, 1953, for 400 launchers, These were 
produced and tested in March 1954. 

While the Century Engineers launcher was undergoing tests in March 1954, 
Century Industries, of San Pedro, Calif., which at one time was associated with 
Century Engineers, developed and furnished at no cost to the Government 90 
“Smiley” launchers for testing. The launchers of both companies were tested 
and it was determined that with minor modifications, both launchers could ful- 
fill Air Force requirements. 

By this time, air-to-ground rockets were being produced and were available in 
the Air Force inventory. Accordingly, the requirement for a launcher for these 
rockets became urgent, and it was determined that 100,000 launchers, a portion 
of the total requirement, would be procured by the most expeditious method. It 
was not possible to procure these launchers on an advertised competitive bid 
basis because of the urgency of the need and the fact that the requirements were 
unique. 

By July 1954 a procurement exhibit specification had been formulated by Air 
Materiel Command. Although this exhibit specification was available, it was 
not considered advisable to have open competition for this procurement because 
the specification required approval of the proposed design plus engineering tests 
prior to the design becoming acceptable for production. Because of the urgency 
of the requirement and, further, because Century Engineers and Century Indus- 
tries had previously passed this test, only these two companies were invited to 
submit proposals on the 100,000 launchers based on their respective designs. 

Both companies submitted proposals. Century Engineers initially quoted a 
unit price of $73.69, while Century Industries quoted a unit price of $39.75. 
Negotiation was continued by the Air Force with Century Industries for the 
100,000 launchers with the result that the unit cost was negotiated to $36.62. The 
contract was negotiated under authority of section 2 (c) (1) of the Armed Serv- 
ices Procurement Act of 1947, Public Law 413, 80th Congress, implemented in 
paragraph 3-201.1 of the Armed Services Procurement Regulations. 

Century Industries proposed to begin delivery of the launchers within 60 days 
from the date of contract, thus resulting in an early fulfillment of this portion of 
the Air Force requirement. A further benefit resulting from this procedure was 
that the Air Force was afforded time to study new designs for incorporation into 
the launcher specifications. 

Although the urgency of the initial requirement was such that the Air Force 
felt that the best interests of the Department of Defense would be served by the 
action outlined above, it is anticipated that competition will be secured in imme- 
diate future procurements of this item by submitting requests for proposals to all 
known manufacturers. Thereafter, when a specification has been sufficiently 
perfected so as to permit advertising, procurement will be on that basis. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOE W. KELLY, 
Major General, USAF, 
Director, Legislative Liaison. 

Mr. Bares. Does that propose to take care of the question which I 
asked a few moments ago? 

Mr. Courrney. No; we are coming to that. 

Mr. Bares. All right. 

Mr. Courtney. Now, General, referring to the Armed Services Pro- 
curement Regulations, paragraph 3201.1, to which reference is made 
in this letter from the Air Force, and I refer to the provisions of the 
section, pursuant to the authority of section 2 (c) (1) of the act, pur- 
chases and contracts may be negotiated without formal advertising 
if-— 
determined to be necessary in the public interest during the period of a national 
emergency declared by the President or by the Congress. 


Sub 2, Application : 


This authority shall be used only to the extent determined by the Secretary 
concerned to be necessary in the public interest and then only in accordance with 
procedures prescribed by each respective department. 
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General, in the light of what has been testified to here and the re- 
quirements which were submitted to your buyer, how do you say that 
an emergency existed ? 

General Mircneti. A national emergency existed. 

Mr. Courtney. Well, how do you say that an emergency existed by 
which you could invoke the emergency provisions of the President’s 
directive and avoid competitive advertising as required by the procure- 
ment regulations ? 

General Mrrcnetn. Well, is there any question that there was offli- 
cially a national emergency in existence ? 

Mr. Courrney. Well, we understand perfectly that we are not deal- 
ing with your legal right which you have been invoking since 1950. 

I am talking about the emergency or the urgency which required 
you to avail yourself of the exceptions in the Armed Services Procure- 
ment Regulation. 

General Mircneiy. Well, I think an emergency continues to exist. 

Mr. Courrney. Now, are you speaking about urgency for the de- 
livery of these rocket launchers or are you speaking of a national 
emergency ? 

General Mircnetyi. This is a national emergency and there is still 
an urgency, that these rocket launchers be available because our air- 
craft are unable to fully carry out their capability without them. 

Mr. Courrney. Well, that more or less seems to be obvious when 
you have only gotten 25,000. 

General Mrrcnety. That is right. 

Mr. Courrney. In 2 years. 

General Mircneti. That is right. 

Mr. Courtney. General, may I refer you to your earlier statement, 
that the proprietary rights had been waived—did you or Mr. Powell 
make that statement ? 

Mr. Kunn. Mr. Powell. 

Mr. Courtney. Had been waived when this contract was entered 
into. 

Mr. Powetxi. Which hearing was that, sir? 

Mr. Bares. Mr. Powell made the statement. 

Mr. Poweti. We received rights. 

Mr. Courtney. Do you recall your testimony here in February 
1955, from which I quote: 


Did the contractor offer documentary claim of proprietary rights to you? 
Did you answer: 


The drawings or sketches that he showed to us when we commenced negotia- 
tions were stamped “Patent Applied For.” 

Mr. Powe.u. That is correct. 

Mr. Courtney. Was that correct ? 

Mr. Powet.. That is correct. 

Mr. Courrnry. You were on notice at that point that he was 
claiming a proprietary item, is that right ? 
Mr. Powe... That is correct. 
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Mr. Courtney. Now, did you subsequently get a ruling from the 
Judge Advocate General of the Air Force with respect to those pro- 
prietary rights ? 

Mr. Powe t. I did. 

Mr. Courtney. Was that prior to the time you entered into this 
contract ? 

Mr. Powe. No, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. If you were on notice that proprietary rights were 
claimed, why did you enter into this contract ? 

Mr. Poweti. We did, with the requirement that he accept our 
patent and royalty article, which, as I understand it, gives us the 
right to solicit bids from other firms on his drawings. 

Mr. Courtnry. Well, then, did you insert such a clause in the 
contract ¢ 

Mr. Powe .. I did. 

Mr. Courtney. And did you do it because you were placed on notice 
that a proprietary right was claimed ? 

Mr. Powe. As I recollect, it was agreed before we went out on 
request for proposal to anybody that there was a possibility of de- 
velopment, whoever got the contract—even though we were talking 
at that time of Century Engineers on the MA-1. 

Mr. Courtney. Now, just stick to Century Industries because they 
are the only ones that we have before us at the moment. 

Just tell us about Century Industries. 

Mr. Powe.u. Well, there was a possibilty for development, and 
we, or rather the staff judge advocate, felt that they should receive 
rights—— 

Mr. Courtney. “They,” who are “they”? 

Mr. Powe tt. Well, that the Air Force should receive rights under 
development to be brought about on this contract. 

Mr. CourTNEy. Well, what was the status of the proprietary claim 
at the time you entered into this contract ? 

Mr. Powreti. You mean Century Industries’ claim ? 

Mr. Courtney. Yes. 

Mr. Powetu. With the Patent Office ? 

Mr. Courtney. No; with the Air Force. At the time you entered 
into this contract, were you on notice from Century Industries that it 
claimed and would claim a proprietary right in this product? 

Mr. Powe... I was. 

Mr. Courrney. Will you tell the committee why you departed from 
the original directive to procure this in the quantity of 50,000, as you 
just testified, and apened to the figure 100,000 ? 

Mr. Poweri. When Century Industries agreed to meet our condi- 
tions, it was possible to award a contract for “100 000 units. 

Mr. Courrney. It was what ? 

Mr. Powe tu. It was possible for us to place a contract for 100,000 
units. In other words, our facility team said, “He has made such 
corrections that we can place in there.” Our pr icing people advised 
us, “We think we have a fair and agreeable price and we could go 
ahead.” 

Mr. Courtney. But, Mr. Powell, the reason why your survey board 
disqualified this company in August, or in early 1954, prior to August, 
was not because of facilities but because of finances, was it not ? 
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Mr. Powe. Well, we refer to the report as the facilities survey. 
That istrue. The part that was negative was finances. 

Mr. Courtney. Well, what would that have to do—what change 
occurred in their facilities, their manufacturing capabilities, between 
the first survey and the last ? 

Mr. Powett. Well, the company secured a certain amount of private 
‘apital. 

Mr. Courtney. Why would that make a difference in the awarding 
of a contract of 50,000 as against awarding a contract of 100,000? 
Why would you go to the larger procurement ? 

Mr. Powrtu. Well, the Century Industries had submitted a pro- 
posal on 50,000 units along with the 100,000. The original price for 
100,000 was $39.75. On the 50,000 it was 

Colonel Wirson. $43.95. 

Mr. Powe. $43.95. 

Then I would also like to bring in that we still have this problem 
of rockets being delivered and no launchers. So it didn’t seem feasible 
to cut down the number of launchers we would buy at that time. 

Mr. Courtney. Then all through this operation, through April 15, 
1955, when you last testified, this has been a matter of urgency to get 
deliveries; is that correct? 

Mr. Powe... That is correct. That is my understanding. 

Mr. Courrney. That is your understanding? 

Mr. Powetu. (Nods.) 

Mr. Netson. Mr. Chairman, I don’t know whether it appears of 
record or not, but apparently Century Engineers and Century Indus- 
tries were tied together at one time. 

Mr. Courtney. That is correct. 

Mr. Heésert. That is correct. It is a matter of record. 

Mr. Netson. And Century Engineers got an R. and D. contract 
from the Navy under which it started this launcher. 

Mr. Courtney. That is correct. 

Mr. Netson.- Is that at the time they were connected with Century 
Industries? 

Mr. Courrney. That is correct. 

Mr. Newson. So the original rocket launcher was developed while 
they were under an R. and D. contract with the Navy? 

Mr. Courtney. That is correct, by Century Engineers. 

Mr. Bares. Who were together at that time. 

Mr. Courrney. Perhaps the simplest way to explain it is to sum- 
marize that testimony. 

The original development of what is the prototype of this launcher, 
I think it may be agreed, was done by Century Engineers under a 
research and development contract. The actual manufacturing, when 
the Navy went into production, was turned over to 3 different com- 
panies, 1 of whom was Century Industries, and at that time there 

was some stock arrangements between the 2 which has since been 
terminated. That is the record of the previous hearings on rocket 
launchers. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Would it be true to say they had an interlock- 
ing directorate, or the same stockholders own both companies, or what 
was the relationship ? 
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Mr. Courtney. Century Engineers owned a portion of the stock 
of Century Industries, which was formed, I believe the testimony is, 
to produce the original Navy rocket launcher. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Was it a subsidiary of Century Engineers ? 

Mr. Courtney. I would call it an affiliate rather than a subsidiary. 

Mr. Heéserr. You could call it two pockets in the same pair of 
pants. They were that close together. 

Mr. Courtney. The production contracts were let to 3 different 
companies, 1 of whom was Century Industries, this company with 
which we are in discussion this morning. The other two were Cin- 
cinnati Industrial Finishing Co., and the other was the Radiant Man- 
ufacturing Co. of Chicago. 

Mr. He&sert. May I ask one question of Mr. Powell? 

Mr. Powell, in other words, you could have gotten the original con- 
tract for 50,000; could you not ¢ 

Mr. PowELL. We could have, at a greater price, I believe; yes. 

Mr. H&perr. At a greater price? 

Mr. Powe tu. Correct. 

Mr. Héserr. And they reduced the price on the 100,000? 

Mr. Powetx. That is right. 

Mr. Heéperr. So you threw in an extra 50,000. You don’t know, 
do you, whether you couid have gotten a better price if you had given 
them only 50,000 and then put out to competitive bidding the extra 
350,000 ? 

Mr. Powe. On the basis of the proposals I received, I would say 
I could not get as good a unit price on 50,000 as I could on 100,000. 

Mr. Heserr. I recognize that. But in the overall picture and the 
overall price, if you would. have given them the contract for 50,000 
and then let out on competitive bidding 350,000, you would have re- 
duced the overall price, would you not? 

Mr. Powe tt. I don’t know, sir, how prices would have run. 

Mr. Heperr. Of course, you didn’t know because you didn’t go to 
find out any way in the beginning. But wouldn’t that be a normal 
procedure ¢ 

Mr. Powe tu. If we could have lived with our rocket deliveries. 

Mr. Héserr. You apparently have lived with it pretty good. You 
are 75,000 shy right now. You have done pretty good living with it. 

I asked you, though, wouldn’t that be normal, that you would get 
a better price on 350,000? They haven’t produced as of now any more 
than 25,000. They would only have been 25,000 delinquent, instead 
of 75,000 delinquent, and you would have had a chance to get a much 
better ‘price in buying. 

Mr. Powe. May I ask one thing: Do you mean we would give a 
contract to 1 firm for 350,000? 

Mr. Hépert. No, sir; I haven’t said that. I said if you had let the 
contract for 50,000, admitting that you were correct in the beginning, 
which I am not admitting, but for the purpose of the question, you let 
the 50,000 and then you let the 350,000 out on an open market; the 
general has testified these specifications have gone out to some 200 

eople, back, when you were dealing with Century, you couldn’t find 2. 
Now you can find 200, especially since the committee has been sitting 
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on the subject. It seems to me the committee ought to go down at 
Dayton and sit around there day and night and probably the Govern- 
ment would get a better break. 

Mr. Bares. Mr. Powell, you mentioned a disposition, a form, earlier 
in the hearing. 

Mr. Powetu. (Nods.) 

Mr. Bates. Is that the disposition to which you referred, that memo- 
randum in front of you? 

Mr. Powe. No, sir. The disposition form is just a—you might 
‘all it sort of like an office memorandum, the one that we use for 
correspondence within headquarters AMC. 

Mr. Bares. I see. The reason I asked is you indicated, according 
to your testimony, that on that disposition that future contracts would 
be out on open bids. 

Mr. Powerii. Correct; yes. 

Mr. Hess. Let me ask this question : 

Mr. Powell, according to the letter that was read here by Mr. 
Courtney, the Air Force had given a contract in 1953, had they not, 
for a number of these rocket launchers ? 

Mr. Powett. For a different launcher, sir. 

Mr. Hess. Well, there was very little difference between the MA-1 
and the MA-3, wasn’t there, very little difference. The MA-1 
answered your purposes, but here was something new and you just 
wanted this new one. 

Mr. Powrtx. My understanding is that the MA-3 excelled the 
MA-~1 in six respects. 

Mr. Hé&serr. Well, the letter from the Department says in minor 
respects that could be easily adjusted. That is what the letter says. 

Mr. Hess. So even though you had had the contract on prototypes, 
you proceeded to give a contract for 100,000 without competitive bids. 
That seems to me to be the story. Just because you wanted the 
“Smiley” rather than the MA-1. 

Mr. Héserr. Of course, Mr. Hess, it goes deeper than that, as I 
suggested before. We have unification and it begins and ends by the 
words written into the law. 

Mr. Hess. That seems to be it. 

Mr. Héperr. It ceases there. 

The committee will stand in recess until 2 o’clock. 

(Whereupon, at 11:54 a. m., the subcommittee recessed until 2 
p.m.) 





AFTERNOON SESSION 


Mr. Héserr. The committee will come to order. 

Mr. Courrnrey. Mr. Chairman, referring to the discussions this 
morning that had to do with the use of section 2 (c) (1), the emer- 
gency provisions of the Armed Services Procurement Act of 1947, 
under which this contract was negotiated, as the general testified this 
morning, I think it would be appropriate to include in the record the 
directive of the then Secretary of Defense, which is still in existence, 
dated December 18, 1950, which is the basis of the authority upon 
which the different departments, among them the Department of 
the Air Force, have authorized the use of this section in contracts 
executed in those several departments. 
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XV. NEGOTIATION 
[15-101] 
PROCUREMENT DURING THE PERIOD OF THE PRESENT NATIONAL EMERGENCY 


CNM lItr OGC/MHS: eke NCPD 40-51 of 18 December 1950 
Encl: (1) Memo of SecDef, dtd 18 Dee 1955 to Secretaries of the Army, Navy 
and Air Force, re Broadening the Industrial Base of Procurement 
Programs. 
(2) AstSecNav Determination, dtd 18 Dec 1950, Authority to Negotiate 
Purchases and Contracts Under Sec. 2 (c) (1): of the Armed Services 
Procurement Act of 1947. 


{15-101.1] 


1. Enlosure (1) is forwarded herewith for information and compliance. 
[15-101.2] 


2. Each Contracting Officer of the Department of the Navy, including the Con- 
tracting Officers of the Armed Services Petroleum Purchasing Agency, during the 
period of the National Emergency declared by the President of the United States 
on 16 December 1950, may, pursuant to the Determination set forth in enclosure 
(2), negotiate contracts under the authority of Section 2 (c) (1) of the Armed 
Services Procurement Act of 1947. When purchases and contracts are negotiated, 
Section 2 (c) (1) of the Armed Services Procurement Act of 1947 should gen- 
erally be used as the authority to negotiate rather than other applicable excep- 
tions contained in Section 2 (c) of the Act. When Section 2 (c) (1) is used in 
the negotiation of procurements under $1,000, addressees are authorized to 
deviate from the requirement of the first sentence of ASPR 3-203.2. 


[15-101.3] 


8. The formal advertising method of procurement will continue to have a 
definite place in the Navy’s procurement program. Therefore, formal adver- 
tising will continue to be used in appropriate cases, but not when such use will 
adversely affect the acceleration of procurement, or interfere with the broadening 
of the industrial base, contemplated by enclosure (1). The heads of procuring 
activities of the Department of the Navy are authorized to issue instructions, 
consonant with enclosure (1), with reference to the use of formal advertising 
and negotiation. 


[15-101.4] 


4. When Section 2 (c) (1) of the Armed Services Porcurement Act of 1947 
is used as the authority to negotiate, the contract will contain the following 
statement. 

“This negotiated contract is entered into pursuant to the provisions of Section 
2 (ec) (1) of the Armed Services Procurement Act of 1947 (Public Law 413, 
80th Congress), and any required determination and findings have been made.” 
With the exception of filling in the blank following “Section 2 (c)”, the above 
statement is identical with that contained in DD Form 351. Enclosure (2) 
has been forwarded to the General Accounting Office. In the forwarding to 
the General Accounting Office individual contracts, negotiated under Section 
2 (ec) (1) of the Armed Services Procurement Act of 1947, it will not be neces- 
sary to attach a copy of enclosure (2). In this respect, addressees are author- 
ized to deviate from the requirements of ASPR 3-307. 
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[15-101.5] 


5. Additional instructions, in further implementation of enclosure (1), will be 
issued in the near future. 
E. D. FOSTER. 
[15-101.6] 


ENCLOSURE (1) 
BROADENING THE INDUSTRIAL BASE OF PROCUREMENT PROGRAMS 


SecDef memo of 18 Dec 1950. for SeecArmy, SecNav, SecAF. 


The President has declared a National Emergency. The issuance of this 
declaration permits the Secretaries of the Military Departments to authorize 
the negotiation of purchases and contracts pursuant to the authority contained 
jin Section 2 (c) (1) of the Armed Services Procurement Act of 1947. The MB 
has recommended and I have approved the following statement of policy. 

The Military Departments have already received instructions to accelerate 
procurement actions in connection with 2nd Supplemental 1951 Funds. It is es- 
sential, in complying with these instructions, that contracts be spread across 
industry as widely as possible in order to broaden the industrial base of our 
procurement program. Broadening the base will require wider use of negotia- 
tion. Formal Advertising will continue to be used in appropriate cases, but not 
when such use will adversely affect the acceleration of procurement or the broad- 
ening of the industrial base contemplated by this directive. 

The Military Departments should pay particular attention to: 

a. The greatest possible integration of current procurement contracts with 
the industrial mobilization program and the accepted schedules of production. 

b. The equitable distribution of procurement contracts among the maximum 
number of competent suppliers. The concentration of contracts with a few 
leader suppliers is to be avoided unless the necessity therefor is clear. 

ce. The utilization of existing open industrial capacity to the maximum. 
Expansion of facilities should not be authorized when open capacity can be found. 
Whenever time permits, and in order to broaden the mobilization base, addi- 
tional contractors should be utilized in lieu of multishift or overtime operation. 

d. The fullest possible use of small business concerns. 

e. The utilization in negotiation of competition and multiple awards, whenever 
possible. 

f. The aggressive encouragement or requirement of subcontracting by prime 
contractors. 

g. The provision of maximum incentive to the producer for the reduction of 
his costs. 

h. The placement of contracts with a view to economies in the use of trans- 
portation facilities. 

i. The availability of manpower in distressed employment areas or in areas of 
manpower shortages. 

j. The reservation of special skills and abilities for the more difficult produc- 
tion tasks, 

To the extent necessary, Departmental procurement procedures and practices 
should be modified to conform to the foregoing. Particular attention should be 
paid to the caliber of personnel engaged in the negotiation of contracts. 


G. C. MARSHALL. 

Mr. Chairman, I desire particularly to refer to the following quo- 
tations from General Marshall's directive: Subparagraph (b), which 
reads: 

The equitable distribution of procurement contracts among the maximum 
number of competent suppliers, the concentration of contracts with a few 
leader suppliers is to be avoided unless the necessity therefor is clear. 

_ This is under the heading of “Military departments should pay par- 
ticular attention to.” 

Section (c) reads: 


The utilization of existing open industrial capacity to the maximum. Expan- 
sion of facilities should not be authorized when open capacity can be found. 
Whenever time permits and in order to broaden the mobilization base, additional 
contractors should be utilized in view of multishift or overtime operation. 
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General, in the negotiation of this contract under your direction and 
supervision, how do you say that this procurement complied with 
section (c) of General Marshall’s directive, under the authority of 
which you invoked the provisions of section 2 (c) (1)? That par- 
ticular section says that— 

The military departments— 
yourself included— 


shall pay particular attention to the utilization of existing open industrial 
capacity to the maximum, 

Now, how do you say that with 2 or 3 manufacturers in this field 
you have complied with that directive in negotiating with this par- 
ticular concern ? 

General MitcHe.u. Our negotiation with this concern was dictated 
by the conditions we have outlined previously. It is our intention te 
use open capacity for the other 300,000 to be used, to be purchased. 

Mr. Courtney. Mr. Powell testified this morning that the procure- 
ment of 100,000 in a quantity was not a research and development 
procurement but was a production procurement, if I understood him 
correctly. Is that right? 

Mr. Powetx. That is correct. 

Mr. Courtney. How, then, do you say you have complied with the 
provisions of the section of Secretary Marshall’s directive, since you 
are going into production? You have gone into production. 

General Mrrcnety. I would think that Mr. Marshall’s directive 
at the time had to do with using existing manufacturing space so 
that time would not be taken to build it for raw materials in an 
emergency of this nature. 

Mr. Courtney. How did you interpret it when you were authorizing 
this particular contract: 


The utilization of existing open industrial capacity to the maximum? 


Now, when you had 3 contractors, 2 besides the 1 with whom you 
negotiated, how do you say you were complying with this directive? 

General MircHe.tt. Weli, we did negotiate with a contractor that 
had capacity. This we determined through our facility capability 
report. 

Mr. Courtney. But did you negotiate with other companies that 
had industrial capacity ? 

General Mitcnety. We did not. 

Mr. Courtney. How, then, do you say you were authorized to exer- 
cise the emergency provisions of section 2 (c) (1) of the Armed 
Services Procurement Act? 

General Mrrcnri. Well, I wouldn’t presume to interpret this 
directive. But I would like to say that it would be impossible for us 
to place contracts with all open capacity. We have since found we 
have great excesses of capacity in this country. 

Mr. Courtney. Well, would you consider that when there are 3 
proven sources in the field, that by selecting 1 of them you had availed 
yourself of the maximum capacity ? 

General Mrrcneti. No, sir. We availed ourselves of the source 
that could perform to do the task that we had at hand. That is to 
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build the MA-3 launcher for which we had most complete specification 
for further procurement. 

Mr. Courtney. What do your instructions provide in the Air Force 
with respect to the purchase of proprietary items? 

General Mrrcneii. I cannot quote any instructions having to do 
with proprietary items. 

Mr. Courtney. Do you know that there are or are not such instruc- 
tions? 

General Mircne.y. I know that there are such instructions. 

Mr. Courtney. Did you consider those instructions when you en- 
tered into this contract or authorized this contract ? 

General Mircuetn. We realized when we were negotiating this con- 
tract, when Mr. Powell was negotiating this contract, he realized, 
that there were certain features of the MA-3 which might be con- 
sidered proprietary, and we negotiated for those rights in our contract. 

Mr. Courrnry. Mr. Powell, can you answer the question? Do you 
know what the Air Force instructions are with reference to the pur- 
chase of proprietary items? 

Mr. Pownti. Generally, I would say it is the Air Force policy, 
where they sponsor the development, to be sure that they get license 
rights. 

Mr. Courtney. Well, Mr. Powell, you were charged with this 
procurement. You have been one of the instrumentalities in consum- 
mating this contract. Tell the committee, and for the record, what 
the Air Force instructions were with reference to the purchase of 
proprietary items and what compliance you made to them. 

Mr. Powerit. Well, at my working level, each purchase request that 
I receive is taken to the Judge Advocate pemendk j or the Staff Judge 
Advocate’s office, the Patent and Royalty Section. They specialize in 
patents and royalties. They generally ask you the type of product 
which you are buying and they will determine the proper patent and 
royalty articles for you, the buyer. 

Mr. Courtney. Well, actually it wasn’t until after you had con- 
summated this procurement that you consulted the Staff Judge 
Advocate? 

Mr. Powe. No, sir. I had to consult him immediately after re- 
ceiving the purchase request. 

Mr. Courrnry. Let me recall your testimony here before an inquiry 
of this committee. You stated that you were on notice that the draw- 
ings and sketches presented by Century Industries contained the stamp 
“Patent Applied For,” and that they also contained the admonition, 
“Do not reproduce without the permission of Century Industries 
Corp.” 

You stated, also, that Century Industries had never rescinded from 
his position or his claim that he has a proprietary right in that item. 
Do you recall that statement? 

Mr. Powe tt. I believe so. 

Mr. Courtney. Now, you also stated, “Actually, I have never chal- 
lenged it”’—meaning this claim—*“to his face.” 
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Mr. Powe... (Nods.) 

Mr. Courtney. “The Judge Adv ocate has advised that if and when 
we decide to use the Century Industries’ drawing, with procurements 
from other sources, the Judge Advocate will so notify Century Indus- 
tries that they are aware of their claim,” but they do not recognize it. 

Mr. Powe... (Nods.) 

Mr. Courrney. Did you advise Century Industries that you did not 
recognize the claim when you consummated this contract ? 

Mr. Powe. No, sir. After we received the drawings under the 
contract—and that was 

Mr. Courtney. Did you or anyone to your knowledge in the Air 
Force ever advise Century Industries at any time up ‘to this point 
that the Staff Judge Advocate of the Department of the Air Force 
did not recognize Century Industries’ proprietary claim ? 

Mr. Powe... We didn’t tell Century Industries, I would say, until 
about March or April. 

Mr. Courtney. Of what year? 

Mr. Powe. Of this year, 1955. 

Mr. Courrney. Of 1955? 

Mr. Poweu. Right. 

Mr. Courtney. That was the first information they had, that you 
disputed their claim ? 

Mr. Powe. Correct. 

Mr. Courtney. Now, this morning you stated that there was a pro- 
prietary clause inserted in this contract. You are familiar with that 
clause, in general ? 

Mr. Powe. In general. 

Mr. Courtney. Do you know whether it covers background or fore- 
ground inventions? 

Mr. Poweiu. Foreground. 

Mr. Courtney. No background; is that correct? 

Mr. Powe. Let’s see, it is the inventions after the placement of 
the contract. 

Colonel Witson. That is right. 

Mr. Courtney. Only? 

Mr. Powetu. Correct. 

Mr. Courtney. So at the time you entered into this contract there 
was no protection in it, and correct me, Colonel Wilson, if you have 
the correct answer—there was no provision relating to background 
inventions; is that correct ? 

Mr. Powe. That is correct. 

Colonel Wiison. Well, let me make a point, sir. I believe that we 
had secured from the Judge Advocate General a statement that back- 
ground was already available to the Government by reason of the 
previous Navy contracts. 

Based on the fact that all of these—the work involved in it—had 
become known to Century engineers and Century Industries. 
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Mr. Courrney. Well, are you referring now, Colonel, to the Cen- 
tury Industries research and development contract, which is the pro- 
totype, as you have described it? 

Colonel Wirson. I believe—isn’t this the case? 

Mr. Powetu. They said that the Aero 6-A contract between the 
Navy and Century engineers, the Aero 6—A contracts between Cen- 
tury Industries and the Navy, and our contracts for the MA-1—— 

Mr. Courtney. That is the 400? 

Mr. Powett. Right. 

Mr. Courtney. That those had contemplated the acquisition by the 
Government of all proprietary rights in this article, that is, this 
M-3? 

Mr. Powerit. The MA-3. 

Mr. Courtney. The MA-3; is that correct? 

Mr. Powerex. They felt from the Nights 

Mr. Courtney. Now, who is “they” ¢ 

Mr. Powerit. The Judge Advocate. 

Mr. Courrney. All right. 

Mr. Powe... Felt that from those articles 

Mr. Courrney. Well, if you had that information from the Judge 
Advocate General, why did you accept drawings which contained the 
statement to which I referred: 





Patent applied for. Do not reproduce without permission of Century In- 
dustries Corp.? 

Mr. Powetu. Well, in the Air Force’s opinion, that statement is 
in error. 

Mr. Courtney. Did you so advise Century Industries when you 
accepted these drawings as a part of this contract to which we are now 
referring on the MA-3? 

Mr. Powet.. I advised them that 

Mr. Courtney. Did you do it before the contract was signed ? 

Mr. Powetu. No, no, sir. 

Mr. Courrney. As a matter of fact, the drawings that are attached 
to the contract still contain that statement, do they not? 

Mr. Powett. I think it has been removed. I am not sure. 

Mr. Courrney. Well, now, somebody has to answer that. Who can 
answer that? Can you, General ? 

General Mircnet. I can’t answer it, sir. 

Colonel Wirson. I can’t answer it. 

Mr. Courtney. Can anyone answer that? 

Mr. Powe... They have been directed to be removed. 

Mr. Courrnry. Was there any reason why, having been put on 
notice that there was this proprietary claim, you didn’t obtain a waiver 
of background inventions? 

Mr. Powe. It is my understanding that the 

Mr. Courtney. Now, just confine yourself, Mr. Powell, to what you 
did, individually, in your responsibility only. 

Mr. Powe.i. Well, the Judge Advocate stated 

Mr. Courtney. Now, we have been over that. Just tell us what 
you did. 

Mr. Powerit. Well, I do what they state, the Judge Advocate. And 
they state that background and foreground rights, the PARO 9 (3), 
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as we know, is not to be obtained unless there is actually research and 
development, if that is in design of the contract. 

Mr. Courtney. Now, General, when this contract came to you or 
to your office, can you explain to the committee why it was accepted 
with this notation on it, when the Judge Advocate or Staff Judge 
Advocate, as Mr. Powell has testified, had indicated to Mr. Powell 
and the Board, that he did not consider that there were any outstand- 
i eres invention rights? I am referring to proprietary 
rights. 

all Mrtcuetu. The contract didn’t flow through me after its 
completed negotiation and writing. I will state that it did go through 
the Prose Committee, which would review that to see that 
the Air Force interest was properly protected; that the files so in- 
dicated, and would so recommend signature. 

Mr. Courtney. What do the files show with reference to the elim- 
ination of this particular claim or clause, Mr. Powell, if you can 
answer it, or General ? 

Mr. Poweti. The elimination of which—of their claim? 

Mr. Courtney. You stated a moment ago that at some time this 
wording “Patent applied for. Do not reproduce without the per- 
mision of Century Industries Corp.” was on these documents. 

(Mr. Powell nods.) 

Mr. Courtney. You have also stated, as I understood you, that that 
phrase was withdrawn. Who can tell us when and under what cir- 
cumstances it was withdrawn? Colonel Wilson? 

Colonel Wirson. No, I can’t answer that. 

Me. Courtney. Can anyone in the Air Force supply that informa- 
tion 

Mr. Powe tt. I believe it was about March of 1955. 

Mr. Courtney. Was that information, the information that this 
phrase had been eliminatd by the Air Force, communicated to Cen- 
tury Industries at any time? 

Mr. Powetx. That is correct. 

Mr. Courtney. Did Century Industries acquiesce in the removal of 
that claim ? 

Mr. Powe tw. I got a letter from them. I didn’t quite understand 
it, so I took it down to the lawyer at the Judge Advocate, and he said 
that it did, and—— 

Mr. Courtney. Do you have such a letter? 

Mr. Powett. Correct. 

Mr. Courtney. Will you supply that for the committee, and this 
record, as a part of your testimony # 

Mr. Powe t. I will. 

(Letter appears as appendix B.) 

Mr. Courtney. But that in all events was after the contract had 
been executed ? 

Mr. Powe... Correct. 

Mr. Courtney. Now, Mr. Powell, what relationship does Mr. Beck 
have to the procurement of rocket launchers, the matter to which we 
are now referring ? 

Mr. Powetn. At the time I received the purchase request, he was my 
contracting officer, and he was that until about the 1st of August 
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1954, and they had a reorganization and the job of buying rocket 
launchers and myself were transferred to another branch, but Mr, 
Beck stayed in Armament. 

Mr. Courtney. Then, prior to August 1954 and this reorganization 
to which you refer, Mr. Robert Beck was the procurement ofiicer for 
rocket launchers, is that correct ? 

Mr. Powe... Correct. 

Mr. Courrney. So that a person desiring to negotiate or sell rocket 
launchers or get into that field would be within his rights in consulting 
with Mr. Beck concerning Air Force procurement ? 

Mr. Powerit. That is right. 

Mr. Courrney. Was Mr. Beck in your department or under your 
supervision ¢ 

Mr. Powext. I was under his supervision. 

Mr. Courrnry. Under his supervision. 

Now, with whom did you discuss the contract to which we are now 
referring, what individuals, outside of Air Force personnel ¢ 

Mr. Powetu. At what time, sir? 

Mr. Courtney. In the negotiations of this contract. With whom 
did you deal ¢ 

Mr. Powretxi. You mean both Government and Century Industries ? 

Mr. Courrney. No; I said exclusive of Air Force personnel. 

Mr. Powetx. Oh, exclusive. 

Mr. Courtney. Yes. 

Mr. Powerit. Mr. Irving Babbitt, the president. 

Mr. Courrney. Where did you see Mr. Babbitt ? 

Mr. Powett. In our offices. 

Mr. Courrney. Did you see him outside of your office at any time? 

Mr. Powetn. No. 

Mr. Courrney. Who else did you discuss the matter with ? 

Mr. Powein. He brought Mr. Durley. D-u-r-l-e-y, and I think on 
one occasion he had Mr. Reisman. 

Mr. Courrney. Anyone else / 

Mr. Powe. That is the most that I can remember. 

Mr. Courrnrey. Have you ever discussed this procurement with 
anyone outside of Air Force personnel outside of your offices at any 
time ¢ 

Mr. Powe. I can’t recollect it. 

Mr. Courtney. When do you say you took over the negotiations 
in point of time which led to the contract. we are now discussing, hav- 
ing in mind Mr. Beck’s former connections ? 

Mr. Powein. Well, I went under the supervision of another con- 
tracting officers in August of 1954. 

Mr. Courrnry. Prior to that time do you say you were the one 
conducting the negotiations ? 

Mr. Powei.. I would say Mr. Beck and myself, jointly. 

Mr. Courrney. Jointly. 

Now, when you commenced these negotiations, after receiving your 
procurement request in February of 1954, did you know anything 
about the Radiant Manufacturing Company of Chicago? x: 

Mr. Powerit. No; I didn’t. 

Mr. Courtney. Did Mr. Beck or any of the Air Force personnel 
ever discuss the Radiant Manufacturing Co., its business or its ca- 
pacity or its interest in manufacturing rocket launchers with you? 
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Mr. Powett. I believe that I was aware that two other firms were 
making the launcher. ee 

Mr. Courtney. Who communicated that information to you? 

Mr. Powext. One method, for sure, was the copy of Century Indus- 
tries’ contract with the Navy for 40,000 AERO 6A’s. _ 

Mr. Courtney. When did that come to your attention ? 

Mr. Powrn. Let’s see, about the first week of February. 

Mr. Courtney. Of 1954? 

Mr. Powerit. That’s right. 

Mr. Courtney. So you knew, then, when you commenced these 
negotiations, that there were two other companies in this field? 

Mr. Powe. In the Navy rocket launcher. 

Mr. Courtney. Did you not? 

Mr. Powett. Right. 

Mr. Courtney. Did anyone tell you that representatives of either 
of those or both of those firms had solicited this procurement from 
the Air Force at Dayton, had asked to participate in it? 

Mr. Power... I believe Mr. Beck—I know he mentioned to me about 
this trip that he and two other persons made to Cincinnati. That 
was, I think, in March of 1954. 

Mr. Courtney. 1954? 

Mr. Powetu. Correct. 

Mr. Courtney. He told you that he had been at Cincinnati? 

Mr. Powe tu. (Nods.) . 

Mr. Courtney. Did he tell you what he had done there? 

Mr. ‘Powe.tu. As I remember, they conducted a tour of the plant. 

Mr. Courrney. A tour of the plant? 

Mr. Powetx. Of Cincinnati Industrial’s plant. 

Mr. Courtney. Did that have to do with the plant to manufacture 
rocket launchers? 

Mr. Powerit. Correct. 

Mr. Courtney. What information did he communicate to you? 

Mr. Powe... I believe that he stated that they were favorably 
impressed with the production they were making on the Aero 6A. 

Mr. Courtney. Do you know a Colonel De Voli? 

Mr. Powe tt. Yes, sir; I know Davoli. He was my branch chief 
at that time. 

Mr. Courtney. Did he tell you he had inspected the facilities of the 
Radiant Manufacturing Co. and of the Cincinnati Industrial Finish- 
ing Co.? 

Mr. Powetu. I don’t think he told me personally ; no. 

Mr. Courtney. Well, did the information come to you that he had 
inspected their plants? 

Mr. Powe t. I knew he had gone with Mr. Beck. 

Mr. Courtney. Did you hear from him or from anyone anything 
concerning the results of their inspections ? 

Mr. Powret. Mr. Beck said—as I say, it looked like a good plant and 
as soon as we could get data and have a competitive procurement, we 
were going to solicit him, by all means. 

Mr. Courtney. Now, when was that conversation in point of time? 

Mr. Powexy. Well, it was probably in March, right after they 
returned, in March of 54. 
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Mr. Courtney. 54? 

Mr. Powetx. Right after they returned. 

Mr. Courtney. So then, at the time you were in negotiations or were 
negotiating with Century Industries, you knew about Radiant Manu- 
Nelle Co., and you knew about Gachunaiti Industrial Finishing 

0. ? 

Mr. Powetu. (Nods.) 

Mr. Courtney. Why didn’t you consider either of those two 
concerns ¢ 

Mr. Powetx. They had no rocket launcher for Air Force use that I 
knew of. 

Mr. Courrney. Why didn’t they have any rocket launcher for Air 
Force use ? 

Mr. Powe.t. I don’t know, sir. You would have to ask the com- 
pany. But I don’t believe they had even gone into researching any 
of the—— 

Mr. Courtney. What was involved, or what research was involved 
in this contract, which was a production contract? Didn’t you testify 
earlier today that this was not a research and development contract 
but this was a production contract ? 

Mr. Powe. That is correct. 

Mr. Courrney. You now want to change your testimony on that? 

Mr. Powetu. No, sir; I do not. 

Mr. Courtney. Then tell us why you did not consider either of 
those two firms. 

Mr. Powett. I had nothing with which to solicit them, no drawings 
and no specs. 

Mr. Courtney. Why do you say you had nothing with which to 
solicit their bidding ¢ 

Mr. Powe.t. I had no procurement data. 

Mr. Courtney. You knew of Mr. Beck’s information and you knew 
of Colonel Davoli’s information and you knew that the plants had 
been inspected. Now, what precise information did these men give 
you about these other two firms? We want to know what you had in 
mind when you started this negotiation with Century. 

Mr. Powe... It was my understanding that they were strictly pro- 
duction companies. They could make acme off a drawing and 
specification. But I knew 

Mr. Courtney. Well, weren’t you entering into a production 
contract ¢ 

Mr. Powetu. That is correct. 

Mr. Courtney. Why didn’t you consult production sources, then ? 

Mr. Powett. Because I had no drawings or exhibits with which to 
consult them. 

Mr. Hé&sert. Mr. Powell, this morning, as I understood it, you 
testified that one of the reasons, if not the compelling reason, that 
you did not let this contract out on a competitive market was the 
fact that Century Industries held certain patent rights and which 
you could not give to other companies; is that correct ? 

Mr. Powe... Well, the drawings primarily. 

Mr. H&verr, I mean, you did—refresh my memory on that. What 
did you say? 
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Mr. Powe... I believe I stated I had no drawings. 

Mr. Heperr. Yes. 

Mr. Powe... Century Industries had not only drawings but an 
actual launcher which had gone through considerable testing. 

Mr. Hepsert. Which was beyond a research and development stage, 
as Mr. Courtney has suggested ? 

Mr. Poweu. I would say so; yes. 

Mr. Hésert. So you had a production contract ? 

Mr. Powe... Correct. 

Mr. Heéverr. Now, I also understand that after the contract of this 
original 100,000, which you raised from 50,000 to 100,000 in order to 
get a better price, according to your testimony, was given to the 
Century Industries, that you had a release clause in that contract 
whereby after that 100,000 or any beyond the 100,000, they released 
any claim of proprietary rights, and that is the provision in which 
you are now preparing to go into the open market for the remaining 
300,000, approximately 200,000? 

Mr. Powe.u. We received the rights to use their drawings, to solicit 
bids from other companies or whatever we may need them for. 

Mr. He&serr. That is correct. That is what I understood; is that 
correct ? 

Mr. Powett. Right. 

Mr. Hépsertr. That was in the contract which you signed with them? 
Is that correct ? 

Mr. Powe. That is correct. 

Mr. Héserr. At the time that you gave them the contract or at the 
‘ime that you raised the contract from 50,000 to 100,000, that was in 
she contract, the waiving ? 

Mr. Powetu. The patent and royalty article that is now in that 
contract was sent out on the original request for proposal. 

Mr. Heserr. Yes. 

Mr. Powexxi. And there was never any intention of dropping it, 
and it is in there today. 

Mr. Héperr. It is in the one and only and original contract? 

Mr. Powe, Correct. 

Mr. Héserr. Then why didn’t you let the whole contract out with 
the others, on a competitive market? This was an urgency that has 
been testified to. There was an absolute necessity for it. It was an 
emergency. You had to get them out right quick. Then why didn’t 
you let the contract out to other people for the total amount? You 
were not involved in any proprietary rights. They had waived it. 
You were not involved in paying any royalties. They had waived it. 
The proprietary rights and the patent claims were not prohibitive any 
longer. 

Mr. Powreti. These drawings are a part of the contract, to be de- 
livered, and we did not get those drawings until March of 1955. 

Mr. Hésert. Why didn’t you get them until March of 1955? 

Mr. Powe... I presume that it was the inspection and acceptance 
of those drawings in the Los Angeles Air Procurement District. 
They are actually inspected and accepted there for technical 

Mr. Héperr. Well, you let the contract before the drawings and 
designs were accepted. 

Mr. Powetu. No, sir. We had tested those designs at Eglin, in 
March of 1954. 
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Mr. Hénerr. Well, shorn of all technicalities and down to the basic 
question, you testified that one of the reasons that you didn’t throw 
this contract into the competitive and open market was the fact that 
Century Industries owned certain rights and had certain proprietary 
rights. 

Mr. Powetu. Well, sir, they had the drawings. I mean, I could 
not just take them from them and say—or then use them to other 
people, to get bids from other people. We had to buy those drawings. 

Mr. Héserr. Well, what is so difficult about buying the drawings? 

Mr. Powe... I don’t believe Century Industries would sell me the 
drawings and not rocket launchers. 

Mr. Héserr. They have sold them to you, haven’t they? 

Mr. Powetx. The drawings without rocket launchers? No, sir; 
they are part of the same contract. 

Mr. Hererr. Well, when was the first launcher delivered to you? 

Mr. Powrti. February of 1955. 

Mr. He&serr. Were the drawings delivered then with the launcher? 

Mr. Powett. No, sir. They were delivered to the Air procurement 
district at Los Angeles for inspection and acceptance, probably at 
about the same time. 

Mr. Héverr. Well, naturally they were. When were they delivered 
to you? 

Mr. Powe... I believe that was about in March of 1955. 

Mr. Héperr. In March of 1955. When did you ask for bids on that 
extra 300,000? 

Colonel Witson. He is no longer familiar with that, sir. It was 
this past Monday, July 18. 

Mr. Heénerr. July 18, 1955? 

Colonel Witson. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Heéserr. Between March, April, May, June, and July there 
was urgency to get these launchers out and it took that long to go into 
the open market on a competitive bid? The general has testified there 
was an emergency and urgency here. That is the reason why they 
dealt with one company. He invoked the provision of an emergency 
act and added to it the urgency of the matter. Yet production was 
behind. The contractor was delinquent. The general was very un- 
happy and dissatisfied with the contract at that time because he testi- 
fied that in April he was not happy nor satisfied, and yet this was in 
March. Production was falling behind, and yet you waited until 
July 18, 1955. 

Colonel Witson. No; he didn’t wait, sir. 

Mr. Heserr. Well, whoever did. Somebody had better get together 
on your testimony around here. 

Can you tell me why he waited that long when there was such an 
emergency? Was the general unduly alarmed about the emergency 
or the urgency? Iam asking the man who let the contract now. 

General Mrreneti. Are you asking Mr. Powell that? 

Mr. Hérerr. Mr. Powell is out of the picture now. Mr. Powell is 
out in March now. Somebody else has come along. I want to know 
if the same emergency exists, that urgency. Does it still exist? 

General Mrrcnety. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Héperr. It still exists? 

General Mircneun. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Hésert. General, are you qualified to answer why you waited 
so long to get another contract ? 

General Mrrcrent. I believe I can answer it. 

Mr. Héserr. I certainly would like to hear the explanation. It 
would be very interesting. 

General Mrrcuett. We have been testing the launchers made in 
accordance with those drawings. We first wanted to prove that they 
did fully meet our requirements. This we have done. 

Mr. Hiperr. Well, General, didn’t you test those launchers in the 
beginning and know whether they met your requirements ¢ 

General Mircnen. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Héverr. At Eglin. What was that test ? 

General Mircnet.. Prototype production; but now we are testing 
those that are made on production processes and on the production 
details as laid out in the detail drawings, and we have made improve- 
ments in there. We have corrected 2 or 3 minor things that will make 
a better launcher. 

We have gone on and written a complete specification as to what 
the Jauncher should be. 

Mr. Hesert. Well, in other words, that launcher that you were so 
happy and satisfied with at Elgin didn’t turn out to be what you 
thought it was. You had to make some changes in it ? 

General Mircuett. We made some very minor improvements. 

Mr. Hiserr. Have you the perfect launcher now, by the way? 

General Mrrcnety. We are satisfied to procure an additional quan- 
tity of the launcher that is now being produced as the MA-3, and the 
drawings represent such a launcher. 

Mr. Héserr. And only by July 18, 1955, had you come to that con- 
clusion ¢ 

General Mircnetn. Only by July 18 was the complete specification 
available, the prints available, and a package available, that we can 
send out to industry and say, “Build a launcher like this and that is 
what we want.” 

Mr. Héperr. Did you ever indicate to any member of this staff of 
this committee that you were not completely satisfied with that MA-3 
or the so-called “Smiley,” up until today’s testimony ? 

General Mircnein. No, sir. 

Mr. Hépserr. As a matter of fact, you defended it as a fine product, 
didn’t you? 

General Mrrcnetu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hésert. Why did you defend it when you were not satisfied 
with it? Why didn’t you tell the committee and come right clean- 
breast and tell them you weren’t satisfied, that you were still running 
the tests on it, and waited until today to inform the committee that 
you were not satisfied ? 

General MircHe.t. Sir, in running the tests, we ran into minor 
discrepancies which it was wor thwhile to correct. 

Mr. Heserr. Did you inform the committee of that? 

General Mrrcneiu. I don’t believe that question has been directly 
asked. 

Mr. Héserr. You knew the committee was investigating this mat- 
ter. You knew the committee was interested in it. Did you feel it 
incumbent upon yourself to refrain from answering anything but 
direct questions and. not fully cooperating with the committee? 








690 AIR FORCE PROCUREMENT OF ROCKET LAUNCHERS 


General Mircuetu. No, sir. I am very anxious to see that you get 
all of the information. 

Mr. Héserr. Why wasn’t that information given to the committee ¢ 
Up to this moment, today, the committee is under the impression that 
the “Smiley” was a very fine product. 

General MircHety. There is no product that we buy new on the 
first contract but what we do not have to do extensive testing and 
work into it—corrections for minor “bugs,” which is the terminology 
used. There has been no correction in basic or to a large extent in this 
launcher. 

Mr. Hesertr. Then to go back to Mr. Powell’s original testimony, 
that one of the prohibitions against the competitive market was the 
proprietary rights and the probable royalty to be given Century 
Industries: that really was not the deciding factor, then? That was 
Just an incident? 

General Mircneii. They were far more advanced than anybody 
else at that time. We had tested the launcher and were able to look 
at drawings which indicated that they could and were prepared to 
build a launcher that we would accept. 

Mr. Héverr. Now, the MA-1 you were satisfied with, up until the 
time that the MA-3 came along, and according to the letter read into 
the record, which was an official letter from the Department of the 
Air Force, only minor changes were necessary between the two. 

General Mircue.y. To make it meet the specification. 

Mr. Hésert. Well, why weren’t they put on the MA-1? And you 
could have thrown it on the competitive market. 

General Mircuetyt. Because the MA-3 was quoted to us at a lower 
price. It had other features. It was lighter. It was a more desir- 
able rocket launcher. 

Mr. Hésert. The MA-3 was quoted to you at a lower price on a 
noncompetitive market. How do you know what the competitive 
market on the MA-1 was, if you didn’t ask for it? 

General Mircueti. We did get competition from two sources on 
the MA-1, sir. 

Mr. Héserr. What were the two sources ? 

General MircHe.ti. Century Industries—— 

Mr. Héserr. Tweedle Dum and Tweedle Dee; the same bunch of 
people in it. You didn’t go into the open market for it. 

General Mircnety. At that time we understood they were separate. 

Mr. Héverr. All right, if they were separate, you could still find 
those two in the same city. You did not go out and ask the Radiant 
people and the people in Cincinnati, did you? 

General Mircueiy. Sir, the Radiant and the Cincinnati Fnishing 
had not built the MA-1. They didn’t know how to build the MA-1. 

Mr. Courtney. General, isn’t that an assumption ? 

Mr. Héserr. If they were given the plans, they would know how. 

Mr. Courtney. How can you say they didn’t know how, when they 
had never built it? 

You knew they had produced successfully and without any failures 
whatsoever. If you were informed on the subject of this procure- 
ment, you knew that Radiant and Cincinnati had met every test of 
the Navy Department in the 40,000 procurement without any failures, 

General Mircueti. Of the Aero 6A. 

Mr. Courrney. Yes, sir. 





AIR FORCE PROCUREMENT OF ROCKET LAUNCHERS 691 


You knew that, didn’t you? 
_ General MitcHett, Yes, sir. 

Mr. Powetx. At the time that we went out for proposals on the 
MA-1, we did not have the MA-1 drawings yet. They were to be 
delivered with those launchers that we actually got in March of 1954, 
the ones that were tested at Eglin. 

Mr. Courtney. Could Mr. Beck come forward, Mr. Chairman ? 

Gentlemen, you may as well sit there, if you will, please, because we 
will move around, 

Mr. Héserr. I want to ask you one question, Mr. Powell, in connec- 
tion with Mr. Courtney’s interrogation of you. 

Did anybody—now search your mind, search your memory very 
well. Think about it. 

Did anybody come to you in behalf of giving the contract to Century 
Industries and petition their case, outside of the three individuals you 
have mentioned here today ? 

Mr. Powe. The only other possible individual that I could think 
of would be Mr. Wain. He may have been in there. 

Mr. Heépertr. Who is Mr. Wain? 

Mr. Powetu. I believe he is secretary-treasurer of Century Indus- 
tries. But no other person that I can remember. That is Philip 
Wain. 

Mr. Héserr. Did he come to you separate and apart from the other 
three individuals that you mentioned ? 

Mr. Poweuu. No, sir. I believe he came there on the first time that 
Century Industries came into our office, which was in early February 
of 1954. 

Mr. Hésert. Did anybody in the military suggest to you that you 
give the contract to Century Industries? 

Mr. Powetu. No, sir; I don’t believe so. 

Mr. Hésert. Did anybody in Government suggest that you give the 
contract to Century Industries? 

Mr. Powett. No, sir. 

Mr. Hépert. So in summing up what you have said, you want the 
record to show that nobody outside of the 4 individuals you have 
named, 3 this mgrning and 1 now 

(Mr. Powell nods.) 

Mr. Hépert. Came to you in the interest of Century Industries? 

Mr. Powe. I can’t remember anyone else. 

Mr. Heserr. All right. 

Mr. Hess. Did anybody who took part in the tests out at Eglin 
contact you ? 

Mr. Powe.u. The only person that I have ever talked to was in the 
Eglin testing. This was after the contract was awarded. I did have 
a chance to talk to the project officer who ran the test. 

Mr. Hess. I am referring to before the contract was awarded. 

Mr. Powe tu. Not before. 

Mr. Héeerr. General, you heard the question I asked Mr. Powell. 
I do not think it necessary for me to repeat it. 

Will you answer it? 

General Mrrcnett. I can answer it very affirmatively. Nobody ever 
discussed giving this contract to Century Industries with me. 

Mr. Héserr. All right, Mr. Courtney. 
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General Mrrcneti. That is attempted to influence me to— 

Mr. Hépert. To try to persuade you! 

General Mrrcne.. To funnel the contract in that direction. 

Mr. Hésert. To try to persuade you to funnel the contract? 

General Mircueti. That is correct. 

Mr. Hésertr. Nobody approached you at all? 

General MrrcHE.t. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. Mr. Beck, since this is your first public appearance 
on this subject, your full name so we will have it in the record. 

Mr. Beck. Robert Beck. 

Mr. Courtney. And you are the Mr. Beck who has been spoken of 
here by Mr. Powell? 

Mr. Beck. That is correct. 

Mr. Courrney. As being his superior in charge of rocket launcher 
procurement ? 

Mr. Beck. That is correct. 

Mr. Courtney. Prior to August 1954? 

Mr. Beck. It was actually prior to July 24, 1954. 

Mr. Courtney. Were you called upon, Mr. Beck, by representatives 
of the Cincinnati Industrial Finishing Co., Mr. Knoebel, and solicited 
to be permitted to bid on rocket launcher procurements ? 

Mr. Beck. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Courrney. And when was that, Mr. Beck? 

Mr. Breck. They were in the office I think possibly on three occa- 
sions. 

Mr. Courtney. Can you fix the time as nearly as possible, Mr. Beck? 

Mr. Beck. Well, it would be after March of 1954, I believe. To my 
best recollection, it was after my visit down there with Colonel 
Davoli and Colonel Campbell. 

Mr. Courtney. Let’s go back to your visit to the plant of the Cin- 
cinnati Industrial Finishing Co. 

When and under what circumstances did that visit occur ? 

Mr. Beck. I was requested to accompany Colonel Davoli and Colo- 
nel Campbell on that visit. 

Mr. Courtney. They requested you ? 

Mr. Breck. Yes. 

Mr. Courtney. Do you know why you were requested to make this 
inspection ? 

Mr. Breck. Well, it was merely—we do not call it an inspection. 

Mr. Courrney. Well, call it whatever you please. 

Mr. Becx. It was a visit to see the plant and see what they had. 

Mr. Courrney. So you did that and informed yourself on their 
capacity ? 

Mr. Beck. We were very well impressed, yes. 

Mr. Courtney. Did you know about their performance on the Navy 
contract ? 

Mr. Breck. We knew they had a Navy contract and we talked to 
the Navy inspector at the plant. He seemed very happy about the 
operation. 

Mr. Courtney. So then you knew of the favorable performance of 
this company in performing the Navy contract in the early part of 
March 1954? 

Mr. Beck. That is right. 
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Mr. Courtney. Did you also inspect the plant of the Radiant Manu- 
facturing Co. in Chicago? 

Mr. Beck. No, sir. 

Mr. Courryey. Did you know anything about that plant or that 
company ? 

Mr. Beck. I knew that they had a Navy contract for 40,000 units. 

Mr. Courtney. And did you know anything else about that con- 
tract ? 

_ Mr. Breck. Not as to their production or as to their deliveries; no, 
sir. 

Mr. Courtney. You knew they were a substantial and an old con- 
cern, did you not ? 

Mr. Beck. I had done business with them previously during the 
war. 

Mr. Courtney. Did any representative of that concern solicit you 
in 1954? 

Mr. Beck. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. And when did those solicitations occur ? 

Mr. Becx. Approximately the same time the others did, along in 
that period of time. 

Mr. Courtney. Did you tell the representative of Cincinnati In- 
dustrial Finishing Co. that there would be a procurement of rocket 
launchers ? 

Mr. Beck. I mentioned that we had a requirement for a procure- 
ment of rocket launchers. 

Mr. Courrney. And that was when? 

Mr. Beck. It was in that period of time, March 

Mr. Courtnry. Did you give the same information to the represent- 
ative of Radiant? 

Mr. Breck. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. Did you communicate the information of your dis- 
cussion to Mr. Powell, your subordinate ? 

Mr. Beck. I had indicated to Mr. Powell, yes, that we would con- 
sider these two companies as sources. 

Mr. Courtney. And that was when ? 

Mr. Beck. Shortly after my visit to Cincinnati. 

Mr. Courtney. Shortly after your visit? 

Mr. Breck. Yes, possibly the next day. 

Mr. Courtney. <All right. 

Now do you recall a visit from Mr. Knoebel in approximately May 
of 1954? 

Mr. Beck. Some time in that neighborhood, yes. 

Mr. Courtney. Do you recall stating to Mr. Knoebel substantially 
this, directed to Mr. Knoebel : 


You must be a mindreader, because look what I have in my hands— 


and did you have in your hands at that time a set of specifications and 
did you continue and say 
These are going to be sent out this week, but there is a couple of minor changes 
that are to be made in them, and the gentleman who is to make them has been 
ill this week but they definitely will be changed and mailed out next week. 
Mr. Beck. I think that occurred in June, to my best recollection. 
Mr. Courtney. June of 1954. You had specifications? 
Mr. Beck. We had what we called an exhibit, a preliminary exhibit. 
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Mr. Courtney. Were they documents which would be sent out, as 
you have indicated, for concerns to bid upon ? 

Mr. Beck. If we had gone out on the—— 

Mr. Courrney. Now that was in June, you think, of 1954? 

Mr. Beck. I believe it was. 

Mr. Courtney. And that was the time that the negotiations had 
broken off with the Century Industries, had it not? 

Mr. Becx. Yes. 

Mr. Courtney. Why didn’t you pursue the matter further with 
either of these two concerns, the matter of getting them into this 
competition ¢ 

Mr. Becr. As I recall, the revised specification or exhibit was not 
made available until some time during the month of July. 

Mr. Courtney. At that time there were no negotiations pending 
with Century Industries, were there ? 

Mr. Brcx. I think they were resumed July 14. 

Mr. Courtney. And it was just shortly before you were transferred 
somewhere else ? 

Mr. Beck. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. Is that correct? 

Mr. Beck. (Nods.) 

Mr. Courtngy. Do you know, whether or not this information with 
reference to these specifications, revisions, and drawings, or whatever 
they are, were ever communicated to either Radiant or Cincinnati 
Industrial Finishing? 

Mr. Beck. Not of my own knowledge. 

Mr. Courtney. Not of your own knowledge? 

Mr. Beck. I believe not. 

Mr. Courtney. I think you have testified that you discussed this 
matter with Mr. Powell, your subordinate, during the course of this 
period, up to the time you moved elsewhere, that is right, isn’t it? 

Mr. Breck. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Courrnry. So that he knew as much as you knew about the 
inquiries of Radiant and Cincinnati Industrial Finishing ? 

Mr. Beck. He knew they were sources, yes. 

Mr. Courrney. And did he know of the results of your inspection 
and your favorable impression of the Cincinnati Industrial Finishing 
Co. ? 

Mr. Beck. I would like to correct that inspection. 

Mr. Courtnry. Well, whatever you want to call it. 

Mr. Becx. If I may—it was a visit to see the plant. 

Mr. Courtney. Well, let me put it this way. 

Did you go there with your eyes wide open ¢ 

Mr. Beck. I believe we did. [Laughter. | 

Mr. Courrney. Did you form an impression of what you saw? 

Mr. Brecx. We were favorably impressed and 

Mr. Courtney. Well, whatever that may be called, you at least in- 
formed yourself on the subject? 

Mr. Becx. Right. 

Mr. Courrney. What transpired after your transfer in July 24, 
1954? Did you have any further connection with this procurement ? 

Mr. Breck. I would say I did not, in connection with the actual 
procurement. 

Mr. Courrney. Did you know of the state of the negotiations or 
negotiations having been resumed in August of 1954? 
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Mr. Beck. I had no further connection with it, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. Well, did it come to your knowledge? 

Mr. Brcx. I had possibly knowledge that they were 

Mr. Courtney. Were you ever called upon for advice or consulta- 
tion after your transfer with reference to the negotiation of this 
contract ? 

Mr. Beck. I was called to the branch to which it was transferred 
at one time I believe. 

Mr. Courtney. Well, do you recall what transpired ? 

Mr. Beck. It was—I do not recall too much about that, because I 
was merely there more or less as an observer, having been in it be- 
fore—— 

Mr. Courrnry. Well, would it be correct to say that in this con- 
sultation you had no official responsibility ¢ 

Mr. Beck. That is correct. 

Mr. Courrney. And, therefore, you do not carry a firm recollection 
of what transpired ? 

Mr. Breck. It was a general discussion, I think, of the status of the 
entire procurement at that time, I believe. 

Mr. Courrney. Did you know that at that time the negotiations 
were being conducted solely and only with Century Industry? Now 
I am speaking of the time after you had transferred or whichever 
way the movement occurred, after you were no longer officially con- 
nected with the procurement. 

Mr. Beck. At that meeting I believe, my best recollection is, that 
it was discussed that they would continue negotiations with Industries. 

Mr. Courtney. But you had no official responsibility concerning 
that decision; did you? 

Mr. Breck. That is correct. 

Mr. Courtney. I think, just one further question, General. 

Since discussions in our or of April 1955 and the testimony 
which you heard on that occasion, have there been any negotiations 
with Century Industries respecting the price at which these launchers 
are being purchased / 

Whoever can answer the question, please answer it. 

Mr. Poweii. You mean 

Mr. Courrney. Since April 1955, that is April 15, to be precise, 
when the committee held its last hearing, have there been any discus- 
sions with Century Industries concerning the price at which this 
rocket will be procured ? 

Mr. Powe. The $36 ? 

Mr. Courtney. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Powe... I had not negotiated any further on that price. I 
mean it 1s a fixed-contract. price. 

Mr. Courrney. It is a fixed price? 

Mr. Powetu. That is correct. 

Mr. Courtney. Did you have any provisions in the contract for a 
price redetermination ? 

Mr. Powe. No, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. Didn’t you think it important to have sue 
vision in the contract ? 

Mr. Power. No, we did not. 

Mr. Courtney. You know that such provisions are available in 
contracts ¢ 


h a pro- 
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Mr. Powetu. That is right. 

Mr. Courtney. Since they were only one source and you knew of 
others, why did you not include a price redetermination clause in 
this contract? 

Mr. Powell and General, each of you, please. 

Mr. Powretu. Well, one big feature was that Mr. Babbitt of Century 
Industries flatly refused any type of price redetermination. 

Mr. Courtney. What do you say, General? 

General Mrrcneiy. We use price redetermination clauses where we 
have a very limited basis for determining whether or not we have a 
reasonably fair price. 

Mr. Courtney. Do you consider that you had an unlimited basis for 
making the determination of price in this contract ? 

General MircHe.u. No, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. If it was not unlimited it much have been limited. 

Why, then, did you not include a price redetermination clause in 
this contract? 

General Mrrcne.y. The prices that we had negotiated were predi- 
cated on a field check of the materials required, the labor. They had 
been balanced against previous production in that plant on similar 
items for the Navy. 

They were balanced against prices quoted to the Navy on the Aero 
6—-A by other contractors. They were appreciably lower than those 

rices. 
; Mr. Courtney. Well, as a matter of fact, General, the price at which 
Radiant was producing its Aero 6—-A was $13 under this price. 

General Mrrcenetu. I think we better clear that, Mr. Courtney. 

Mr. Courtney. Let’s get that straight, then. 

General Mircueu. Yes, sir. 

The price at which Radiant was producing and had produced at the 
time of our negotiations was $40 plus. 

The first time—— 

Mr. Kuun. Just a minute, General. 

It was $38 plus palletizing, which ran the price up to $40. So 
actually the price for commercial shipping was $38 on a 40,000 unit 
contract as opposed to 100,000 unit contract here. 

General Mircuery. That is right. 

Mr. Kuuwn. And then their subsequent procurement for 50,000 was 
for $24, during the life of the contract that we are talking about. 

General Mircue.y. Our contract was negotiated and the conclusions 
reached in July as to the pricing conditions. 

Ps was some time after that that the Navy established a contract at 

Mr. Courtney. You want the committee to understand that the $24 
contract was not in existence at the time that this contract has been 
in existence, this Century Industries contract ? 

General Mircnet.. It has been in existence at the time this contract 
has been in existence, but to the best of my knowledge it was not in 
existence when we signed this contract. 

Mr. Courtney. Now, General, a further question. 

This contract is in default now, is it not, for performance and 
delivery ? 


General Mrrcnetz. It is not in default because we have not de- 
faulted them. 





AIR FORCE PROCUREMENT OF ROCKET LAUNCHERS 697 


Mr. Hess. It is in arrears, isn’t it? 

Mr. Courtney. In that position and with deliveries of only one- 
quarter of the total requirement and the total purchase and since 
you do not have a price redetermination clause in the contract, do 
you have any plans for including a price redetermination clause in 
the contract ¢ 

General Mitcuety. No, sir. 

Mr. CourtNry. You intend to allow it to go through to completion ? 

General MitcHenu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. And pay the bill? 

General MircHeE.u. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. With the delivery a year and a half late? 

General MircHe.u. I don’t expect it to be a year and a half late. 

Mr. Courtney. Well, General, maybe you can explain for the 
record, since this was an urgent procurement in 1953, how you can 
content yourself with deliveries on the schedule to which you testified 
here this morning? 

General MircHe.i. We are not content with those schedules, but 
I believe they are the best schedules and acceptable progress has been 
made considering that it is the first production quantity of a new 
item into our inventory. 

Mr. Hess. What about the Spra-Con Co.—I do not know whether 
you are familiar with this or not, General—a Cincinnati company 
producing a new item and delivery was exactly on the date and in 
one instance was ahead of time and here you find a company that you 
say is the only company in the country that could manufacture this 
item and they are at least 3 months behind time right now. 

General Mrrcne.u. I think it is very commendable and we are 
hopeful that we get this kind of performance on our next contracts. 

Mr. Hess. Let me ask you this, General. 

Is it customary or not since the enactment of the law that Congress 
passed some years ago when there was consolidation of all the armed 
services, or unification, for one service to consult with another one 
when they find that they have an item which the other service proposes 
to produce? 

General Mrrcnecu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hess. Is it customary to consult with the other services ? 

General MircHe.n. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hess. Did you consult with the Navy when you decided to 
procure rocket launchers ? 

General MircHe.u, Yes, sir—I did not. There were consultations 
within the services. 

Mr. Kunn. And at that time the reason the Navy was turning it 
down was because of the proprietary claim of the manufacturer; is 
that. right ? 

Do you know? 

General Mrrcenet.. I do not know. 

Mr. Kunn. You testified—Mr. Powell testified here this morning 
that some time in March or April—March of this year that you had 
arrived at the conclusion and informed the manufacturer, Century 
Industries, that you were not recognizing their claim of a proprietary 
item; is that right? On April 15 

Mr. H&vert. What did you say? I don’t think that is right, Mr. 
Kuhn. I am addressing myself to you. 








698 AIR FORCE PROCUREMENT OF ROCKET LAUNCHERS 





In other words, what is the question you asked Mr. Powell? 

Mr. Kunn. The question was whether or not he testified that in 
March of this year they informed the contractor, Century Industries, 
that they were not recognizing its proprietary claim. 

Mr. Héserr. In other words, do I understand your examination 
is to be taken from a staff examination ? 

Mr. Kuun. No. This is testimony of Mr. Babbitt on April 15. 

Mr. Héserr. Oh, Mr. Babbitt. I wanted to get that straight. 

Mr. Kuun. In which he says, “Simultaneously with its bid response, 
Century Industries Corp. also submitted an alternate proposal on its 
‘Smiley’ rocket launcher—a proprietary item developed solely at our 
expense.” 

So he in April is exerting his proprietary claim subsequent to your 
informing him, or subsequent to your letter to the manufacturer. 

Colonel Wison. I think you have the dates mixed, sir. 

Mr. Héperr. Let me understand this now. 

In other words, when the Century Industries claimed their pr dite. 
tary rights, it was in March of what year ? 

Mr. Kun. Well, I understood Mr. Powell to say that in March of 
this year they sent a letter to the contractor informing him they were 
not recognizing his proprietary claim. 

Mr. Powe... Correct. 

Mr. Héserr. When was the contract signed ? 

Mr. Kuun. The contract was signed in October of 1954. 

Mr. Hénerr. That is the reason I am trying to develop it. And 
yet the testimony here, as I understand it now, is that in the con- 
tract proprietary rights were waived. 

Mr. Courtney. No. 

Colonel Witson. That is right. 

Mr. Courtney. Forward rights. 

Mr. Kunn. They told us they had the usual patent clauses in the 
contract, which are nothing more than foreground patents, that is, 
patents that are dev eloped during the life of that contract. 

Mr. Héperr. Yes. 

Mr. Kunn. But the background patents developed prior to that 
they have no right to. They just have the license to let contracts to 
other manufacturers that manufacture that item. 

Mr. Héserr. Let me get it clear in my mind because it is certainly 
important, at least to me. 

I have asked the witness time and again about the release or the 

waiver of the contract on these patents and he has testified time 
and again, and over again, that when they signed the original contract 
they had the right then to go into the open market, without recog- 
nition of any patents on the ‘part of Century Industries, and that one 
of the controlling factors in the original letting of the contract was the 
fact that they had certain patents on this so-called Smiley. Is that 
correct ¢ 

Mr. Powext. Correct. 

Mr. Héserr. Is that right? 

Mr. Kunn. That is what he testified to. 

Mr. Héserr. That is what I want to know. 
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That release was in there when they signed the contract, when the 
Air Force signed the contract with Century Industries. That is cor- 
rect, is it not? 

Mr. Kunn. That is correct. 

Mr. Heserr. Now, I asked them the question as to why they did 
not let the contracts on the open and competitive market, since this 
release was in the original contract, why they did not let the con- 
tract for the extra 300,000 on the open competitive market, and the 
reply was that they did not have the design and the plans until a 
recent date, but now they have let them, that is have let these competi- 
tive bids. 

Now what you are telling me now and what you are reading from 
the testimony of Mr. Babbitt indicates that as of April 15, Mr. Babbitt 
was claiming these rights. 

Mr. Kuun. He is claiming that he has the proprietary item. The 
“Smiley” is developed solely at their expense and is a proprietary 
item. 

Mr. Héserr. And they can’t let anybody else get in on the act? 

General Mircnety. Mr. Kuhn, isn’t he claiming that when he came 
to us with the “Smiley” rocket in February or March of 1954, that he 
then claimed at that time he had proprietary rights in the improve- 
ments which made it the “Smiley”? 

Mr. Kuun, Yes. He is claiming a proprietary item at that point 
and through to the time of signing of the contract, at which time he 
gave to the Government the license to have this reproduced by another 
manufacturer, and not relinquishing his patent rights. 

Mr. Hésert. That is all right. I mean I understand that. 

General Mrrcneti. He can go ahead and get his patents? 

Mr. Heserr. Yes. 

General Mircnety. But he gives the Government the right to his 
drawings and to reproduce the article. He gets his patents. 

Mr. Hesert. I think, General, you are right in the way you are 
explaining it now. That is why I wanted it cleared up. 

n other words, he has not or Hrathin any of his own rights as far as 
further patents are concerned or the construction of the patents which 
he claims in connection with the operation of another article or peace- 
time article? 

General Mircneii. That is correct. 

Mr. Héserr. He has only released his rights as far as the reproduc- 
tion of the “Smiley” is concerned. 

General Mitcue.y. That is right. 

Mr. Hésert. And on Government contracts? 

General Mitcue.t. That is right. 

Mr. Kuun. That is correct. 

Mr. Hésert. There is nothing in conflict ? 

General Mircne.yi. That is right. 

Mr. Kuun. That is correct. But the point I am trying to make, 
Mr. Chairman, is the Air Force was buying a proprietary item at 
this point. 

Colonel Witson. No. 


61291—55. 12 


- 











700 AIR FORCE PROCUREMENT OF ROCKET LAUNCHERS 





Mr. Héserr. Well, I mean that is admitted. I see no significance 
there. Because you can buy a proprietary item and you can go out 
and get it manufactured any time you want. 

So that is why I was very insistent on clearing that up. 

Have you any further questions, Mr. Courtney ? 

Mr. Courtney. One further question. 

General, this is spoken of, this MA-3, as an interim launcher, isn’t 
it, in your profession ? 

General Mrrcne.u. I probably can give you some information on 
that. I do not know how factual it is. It is made to fit all of the 
airplanes that are in our present inventory. It is a 7-tube launcher. 

Mr. Courtney. Yes. 

General MitcHe.y. It is almost certain that when we get into super- 
sonic fighters and in our newer designs, it is possible we will have a 
more advanced design. 

Mr. Courtney. But this design you consider suited to the aircraft 
that you now have in being or in use? 

General Mrrcnexii. That is right. 

Mr. Hésert. Do you think there is any possibility of the Air Force 
and the Navy getting together to find out what kind of launcher they 
want ? 

General Mircney. Sir, they are working very diligently so that 
this will be true. 

Mr. Hésert. I know they can be working diligently, but they never 
come up with unification. 

Mr. Courtney. Mr. Chairman, I would request that the record be 
amplified by the statements that were taken from many of these wit- 
nesses rather more elaborately than we have done today, as back- 
ground material. 

While they were taken in closed session, it was only for the con- 
venience of the witness and the speed of assembling the information 
and as an assist to the staff. 

They are, however, testimony that is all verified and we think it 
would be important to a consideration of the whole problem. 

Mr. Hésert. Without objection, it will be made a part of the record. 

(Material referred to is printed as appendix A.) 

Mr. Courtney. I have no further questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Hésertr. Any further questions, Mr. Hess? 

Mr. Hess. T have no further questions. 

Mr. Hésert. Thank you, gentlemen. 

The committee will stand recessed subject to call of the Chair. 

(Whereupon, at 3:30 p. m., the committee was adjourned subject 
to call of the Chair. 

(Nore.—The subcommittee witnessed a film showing Navy tests of 
rocket launchers produced by Century Industries showing disintegra- 
tion in firing.) 


APPENDIX A 


ROCKET LAUNCHER PROCUREMENT 


TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 8, 1955 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE FOR SPECIAL INVESTIGATIONS, 
Washington, D. C. 

Hon. F. Edward Hébert (chairman of the subcommittee) pre- 
siding. 

Mr. Courtney. Mr. Chairman, we have requested certain witnesses 
from the Bureau of Aeronautics, who are familiar with rocket launcher 
procurement in the Navy, to appear and give testimony before this 
subcommittee. They are: Comdr. James E. Harvey, Mr. Arthur 
A. Nelson, Mr. Ralph T. Scroggs, and Mr. Lee Morgan. 

Mr. Héperr. All you gentlemen raise your hand, please. 

You do solemnly swear that the testimony you will give before this 
subcommittee in the matters now under consideration will be the 
truth, the whole truth and nothing but the truth, so help you God? 

Commander Harvey. I do. 

Mr. Netson. I do. 

Mr. Scroces. I do. 

Mr. Morgan. I do. 

Mr. Héserr. Lloyd, suppose you start off. 

Mr. Kuun. When was the first paper-plastic type launcher first test 
fired 

Mr. Morean. At Inyokern, Calif., late in 1951. 

Mr. Kunn. Shortly after June of 1951? 

Mr. Morean. That is right. 

Mr. Kuun. How was that rocket launcher identified ? 

Mr. Morgan. That was known as the mark XVI rocket launcher 
and was a unit that had been developed by the Bureau of Ordnance 
at the naval ordnance test station in Inyokern. 

Mr. Kunn. Who supplied the first rocket launchers, the first mark 
XVI’s that were test fired ¢ 

Mr. Morean. What contractor? 

Mr. Kuun. Yes. 

Mr. Morean. Century Engineers, Inc. Cognizance of all nongun- 
type rocket launchers was transferred to the cognizance of the Bureau 
of Aeronautics approximately in June of 1952. 

Mr. Kuun. When was the first research and development contract 
for rocket launchers awarded to any company and to what company 
was it awarded? 
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Mr. Morean. By the Bureau of Aeronautics? 

Mr. Kuun. By the Navy Department. 

Mr. Morgan. Century Engineers, Inc.—I can’t give you the contract 
number or its date but they were under contract with Navy purchasing 
office, Los Angeles, for naval ordnance test station Inyokern in 1951, as 
I said previously. 

Mr. Courtney. Was that contract extended or continued, which? 

Mr. Morgan. I believe they had a continuing contract, a sort of 
phase development. You would build a few launchers, test fire them, 
build a few more and gather data in that manner to improve them. 

Mr. Courtney. When, after it came to the Bureau of Aeronautics, 
was the first formal contract entered into and with whom ? 

Mr. Morean. I would prefer Mr. Nelson or someone else to answer 
that, for dates. 

Mr. Scroces. The first direct contract for this launcher was placed 
with Century Engineers, Inc., on September 30, 1952. 

Mr. Courtney. And then your contract number ? 

Mr. Scroees. Our contract number is “NOAS-53-231-F.” 

Mr. Courtney. Is that a Bureau of Aeronautics contract ? 

Mr. Scroces. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kunn. What was the quantity of that contract ? 

Mr. Scroees. The quantity on that contract was 300 Aero X-6A. 

Mr. Kunn. And the unit price? 

Mr. Scroces. The unit price we show here for combination rocket 
launcher and shipping container, $182.91. 

Mr. Kunn. What did the Government get by way of patent rights 
or reproduction rights under that contract ? 

Mr. Moraan. The fine print somewhere give us complete reproduc- 
tion rights. There is no question that the Navy has full ownership 
of this equipment. 

Commander Harvey. Just quote the clause. 

Mr. Courtney. For the record we will supply at this point the text 
of the fine print, as you describe it, which is a part of this contract, 
which contains the reproduction and the patentable features of the 
agreement. 

(The information referred to above is as follows :) 


AMPLIFYING STATEMENT 


The clause from contract NOAS 53-231 which is quoted in the transcript gave 
the Government reproduction rights only with respect to articles invented under 
that contract. However, subsequent BuAer contracts NOas 53-520 and 54-145, 
which were for the Aero 6A rocket launcher gave the Government the right to 
reproduce the complete Aero 6A equipment. 


Mr. Scroces. Section L of this contract, entitled “Patent Rights,” 
grants to the Government 

Mr. Courrnrey. Suppose you read it right into the record now ? 

Mr. Scroccs. Suppose I read you the pertinent paragraph ? 

Mr. Courrney. Do that. 

Mr. Scroces (reading) : 





The contractor agrees to and does hereby grant to the Government an irrevo- 
cable nonexclusive, nontransferable, and royalty-free license to practice and cause 
to be practiced for the Government throughout the world each subject invention 
in the manufacture, use, and disposition according to law, of any article or 
material and in the use of any method: Provided, however, That with respect to 
(1) any subject invention made by other than technical personnel, (II) any 
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subject invention conceived prior to the performance of this contract, as set 
forth in paragraph A above but first actually reduced to practice in the course 
of any such performance, and (III) the practice of any subject invention in 
foreign countries, the said license and other rights hereinafter provided shall be 
to the extent of the contractor’s right to grant the same without incurring any 
obligation to pay royalties or other compensation to others, solely on account of 
said grant. Nothing contained in this paragraph shall be deemed to grant any 
license under any invention other than a subject invention. Any license granted 
herein shall not convey any right to the Government to manufacture, have manu- 
factured, or use any subject invention for the purpose of providing services 
or supplies to the general public in competition with the contractor or the con- 
tractor’s commercial licenses in the license field. 

Mr. Courtney. That is a formal contract between the Government 
and Century Engineers, Inc. ? 

Mr. Scroges. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. Are there any other provisions of that agreement 
which relate to patented material ? 

Mr. Scroaes. There are other patent clauses in the contract. 

Mr. Courtney. But that is the granting clause? 

Mr. Scroces. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. Would you just refer to the top of that contract and 
give us the identification number which appears in the top? 

Mr. Scroggs. Yes, sir. That is contract NOAS 53-231-F. 

Commander Harvey. That is the number by which you identify it. 

Mr. Courtney. A fixed-price contract which contains all the con- 
ventional clauses of which the one you have read is one? 

Mr. Scroces. That is right. 

Mr. Kuun. Under that contract the Navy obtained the Aero X-6A ; 
is that correct ¢ 

Mr. Moraan. Yes, sir. I believe that is the designation. 

Mr. Scroges. There is no designation in the contract. 

Mr. Morcan. We may not have given it our formal designation the 
time this contract was let, but it was the Aero X-6A. 

Mr. Courtney. So we may understand, the Aero X is what? 

Mr. Morean. The X stands for experimental. The 6 is the model 
number in the line of launcher work. “A” would be the designation 
that it is the first version of it. If we went to a “B,” it would have 
some small change but would be essentially the same basic equipment. 

Mr. Soroaes. Mr. Courtney, the contract does state that these com- 
bination rocket launchers and shipping containers shall be designated 
as aircraft rocket launcher package Aero X-6A. That is written into 
the contract. 

Mr. Kunw. Of the models you supplied for the committee this 
morning, would you point out the scale models; which is the Aero 
6A 

Mr. Morean. The unit you have is the Aero X-6A. 

Mr. Courtney. Will you mark that with a red pencil and your 
name below it? 

Mr. Morgan. It is stamped Aero X-6A; it is already marked with 
the decal. 

Mr. Courtney. Just put your initials there, “Morgan,” so we will 
know what vou are talking about. 

Very good. 

Mr. Kuun. What was the next procurement of rocket launchers 
by BuAer of the Navy? 

Mr. Courtney. Are you ready, Mr. Scroggs? 
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Mr. Scroces. Yes. The second contract for this equipment was 
contract NOAS 53-520-f, dated December 31, 1952. 

Mr. Kuun. Was that in the nature of an experimental production 
contract ¢ 

Mr. Morean. Yes. It was a pilot run. 

Commander Harvey. ‘What quantity ? 

Mr. Morcan. Five thousand, I believe; and the purpose of it was 
to determine several things: the price of a disposable launcher made 
of noncritical materials, the feasibility of mass production, to estab- 
lish production techniques, and so forth. This was a brand new 
concept of production equipment, where you used it once and threw 
it away. We wanted to learn something about it, and this contract 
had those as its purposes. 

This is the unit we produced under that contract, the Aero 6A. 

Mr. Courrney. Then exhibit 2 which you will mark, is—with your 
name, Mr. Morgan—is the launcher which was produced under the 
contract you have just described, and give us the symbol, if you will,. 
please, for the record. 

Mr. Morean. Aircraft rocket launcher, package, Aero 6A. 

Mr. Kunn. What was the unit price of that launcher ¢ 

Mr. Scroees. The unit price under this contract was $67.98. 

Mr. Covurrney. For the 5,000? 

Mr. Scroses. Yes, sir. I would like to point out at this point,. 
gentlemen, that this contract was with Century Engineers, Inc. 

Mr. Courrney. And that is Century Industries ! 

Mr. Scroees. Yes, sir. 

Commander Harvey. Excuse me, sir. Is this one of the exact 
samples that was made, or is this a sample made by someone else? 

Mr. Morcan. This is a sample made by another contractor. 

Mr. Courtney. It is the same design and the same specification. 

Mr. Morean. Identical, sienaineail: 

Mr. Kunn. Under that contract was there anything in addition to 
the supplying 5,000 units at $67.98 ? 

Mr. Scroecs. Yes, sir. 

We procured a set of reproducible drawings and a disclosure of a 
plastic process. 

Mr. Kunn. By Century Engineers? 

Mr. Scroees. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kunn. For what amount did you secure that ? 

Mr. Scroges. The total price of $36,500. 

Mr. Courtney. Made to Century Engineers as a part of their con- 
tract ? 

Mr. Scroces. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kuuwn. So that the total for the 5,000 rocket launchers and the 
disclosure of their process, their dipping process and a set of repro- 
ducible drawings was $376,400 ? 

Mr. Scroces. That is correct, sir. 

Commander Harvey. Excuse me at this moment. Were there any 
changes, and so forth, that might have increased these prices later on? 

(Amendment No. 3 issued December 24, 1953, increased contract 
price by $6,793.85.) 

Mr. Scroces. To get in the record the complete chronological hap- 
penings under this contract, on June 13, 1953, Century Engineers, Cen- 
tury Industries, and the Bureau of Aeronautics entered into a nova- 
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tion agreement, transferring this contract from Century Engineers, 
Inc. , to Century Industries Corp. 

Mr. Courrney. When was the seminar held which ruled in dissimi- 
nating the information with respect to the manufacturing techniques 
to a number of other concerns? 

Mr. Scroces. I don’t recall the exact date, Mr. Courtney. I believe 
it was some time in the spring of 1953. 

Mr. Morgan. That is correct. I can’t recall the exact date. 

Mr. Courrney. In relation to the contract the time of the novation 
to which you just referred was subsequent ¢ 

Mr. Morgan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kun. Some time in April of 1953; is that correct ? 

Mr. Morcan. | think that is a good guess. 

I can’t give you the exact date; the early part of 1953. 

Mr. Kunn. If you know, w ould you tell us whether or not patent 
rights were transferred to ‘Century Industries under that novation 
agreement ¢ 

Mr. Scroceés. I wouldn’t know without reading the novation agree- 
ment, Mr. Kuhn. 

Mr. Kunn. Can anyone here answer that? 

Mr. Nexson. All rights to that contract were transferred to Cen- 
tury Industries. 

Mr. Kuun. From Century Engineers to Century Industries? 

Mr. Netson. That is correct. We have a letter to that effect here. 

Commander Harvey. All rights they had. 

Mr. Courtnry. Whatever they might have had was transferred. 

Commander Harvey. The Government had certain rights that we 
retained of course. ‘That doesn’t go. 

Mr. Netson. There isa letter on that subject. 

Mr. Courtney. Just excerpt that portion of it which is pertinent 
to that inquiry, Mr. Nelson. 

Mr. Nextson. There is a letter written by Century Engineers, Mr. 
Parsons, president, to the Chief of the Bureau of Aeronautics. 

Commander Harvey. Century Engineers. 

Mr. Netson. Century Engineers, addressed to Rear Adm. A. Soucek. 

Mr. Courrnry. Read the pertinent part of the letter. 

Mr. Newson (reading) : 


We understand the Department has requested clarification of the current 
status of the relationship between Century Engineers, Inc., and Century In- 
dustries Corp. The two corporations are entirely separate organizations having 
different stockholders and directors, and in direct answer to your inquiry, Mr. 
Babbitt is not now, nor has he ever been, a director of our company, Century 
‘ngineers, Inc. Neither company is engaged in doing any work for the other 
und the two organizations have no contact, one with the other, except for the 
arrangement explained below. Under an agreement which our company has 
with Century Industries Corp., we have agreed that insofar as our company has 
any rights not previously granted to the Government relating to the rocket 
launcher designated by United States Air Force as the ECARL, seven-round 

‘rocket launcher, such rights are exclusively vested in Century Industries Corp. 

Further, our company has agreed that it will not bid on nor assist other firms 
in preparation of bids on or production under contracts calling for the production 
items in the rocket-launched field for the period ending February ,1, 1955. 
Century Industries Corp. has agreed that for the same period of time it will not, 
with certain exceptions, accept any contracts calling for research and develop- 
ment in the rocket-launcher field. During that same period, and subject to any 
applicable Government regulations, we have agreed to deliver to Century In- 
dustries Corp. all requests for proposals which we receive relating to contracts 
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for production items in the rocket-launcher field and to keep Century Industries 
Corp. advised of certain research and development programs conducted by us 
during that period in the rocket-launcher field. 

Mr. Courtney. Does that have an identification symbol on it? 

Mr. Netson. Dated September 23, 1954. 

Mr. Courtney. By whom is it signed ? 

Mr. Nexson. Signed by Robert Q. Parsons, president, Century Engi- 
neers, Inc. 

Mr. Courtney. That is part of the official files of the Navy Depart- 
ment ? 

Mr. Netson. That is right. 

Mr. Courrney. Transmitted in due course of the mails? 

Mr. Netson. That is right. 

Mr. Kunn. Now coming back to the seminar, was the seminar that 
was conducted in the spring of 1953 a partial execution of contract, 
NOAS 54-145-f? 

Mr. Scroces. The contract for the 5,000 units, Mr. Kuhn, was 
NOAS 53-520-f. 

Mr. Morean. That is not correct, Mr. Kuhn. The contract for the 
5,000 was awarded much earlier. 

Mr. Courrney. As a research and development contract ? 

Mr. Morean. As a sensible sequitur to a research and development 
program. Before we had time to complete this contract for 5,000, due 
to the exigencies of the situation nationally, we went into production 
sooner than anticipated, and we held the seminar prior to the award 
of any contracts for 120,000 units. 

Commander Harvey. Which was our production quantity. 

Mr. Kunn. That brings us down to the point where the Navy needs 
a large production contract, and at some time during the summer of 
1953 awards were made to three contractors for this large quantity 
of rocket launchers. Would you state what companies received the 
awards, and what quantities, and their unit prices, if you know / 

Mr. Morgan. Mr. Scroggs can tell you that. 

Commander Harvey. Mr. Courtney, might it be right at this moment 
to say that we used exhaustive competition to select these three 
sources ¢ 

Mr. Courtney. I have no doubt about it because we have conducted 
an inquiry at that point, as you well know. 

Mr. Scroces. I have the three contracts. 

Mr. Courrney. I think for the record, as a matter of fact, I think 
there were either 7 or 11 bids so listed and 3 or 4 of the larger com- 
panies in this technical field of production declined to bid; something 
like 7 quoted. 

Mr. Netson. That is correct. Seven. 

Mr. Courtney. Out of the 7, there were 4 selected—I am sorry— 
out of the 7, there were 4 who bid responsively. It might have been 
5, but out of that group there were 3 ultimately selected. 

Sommander Harvey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. Qualified by plant inspection, et cetera, and pre- 
vious experience, and the il of the 120,000 was divided equally 
among the 3 selected. 

Commander Harvey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kunun. Now, referring back to my question as to who were the 
contractors to whom these awards were made, and their unit price. 
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Mr. Scroces. All right, sir. Contract NOAS 54-145-f was awarded 
to Century Industries for a quantity of 40,000 Aero 6—A aircraft 
rocket launcher packages, at a unit price of $45.50. 

Contract NOAS 54-147-f was awarded to Radiant Manufacturing 
Corp. 

Mr. Courtney. Of Chicago? 

Mr. Scroces. Of Chicago, that is right, sir, for a quantity of 
40,000 units at a unit price of $38.94. 

Contract NOAS 54-146-f was placed with the Spra-Con Co. for 
a quantity of 40,000 units at a unit price of $42.30. 

All three of these contracts were placed in July of 1953. 

Mr. Kuun. Could you state what the current status of those three 
contractors are? Take No. 1, Radiant Manufacturing Co. 

Mr. Scroaes. I don’t know for sure, but I believe the contracts have 
been completed. Mr. Morgan, do you know anything about that, 
deliveries? You are closer to it than I. 

Mr. Morean. Yes. Radiant delivered their last units several 
months ago—many months ago, and also Cincinnati Industrial Fin- 
ishing Co. However, in the course of loading the rockets at the 
loading depot—loading the launchers at the depot, we find occasional 
discrepancies. Those launchers are returned to the contractor for re- 
work under the guaranty clause. Century Industries has six lots 
of launchers that have been rejected, and final determination of that 
has not been made. I don’t know whether they are going to finish 
them or whether the contract will be amended to reduce the price. 

Mr. Courrnrey. Would it summarize it then, production has been 
carried forward in the three contracts, excepting for lots rejected 
on inspection ? 

Mr. Morgan. That is right. 

Mr. Courrnery. As to which there are either corrective measures 
to be taken or new contractual actions indicated. 

Commander Harry. That is right. You brought in the point that 
Cincinnati Industrial Finishing is a new name. I don’t think up 
to date that we have established that they are a subcontractor to 
Spra-Con. 

Mr. Courtney. Let’s do that. Let the record show that the third 
rs these contractors mentioned by novation is transferred from Spra- 

‘on: 

Commander Harvey. No, sir. It wasn’t by novation, sir, as I re- 
member. It was subcontract, 100 percent. 

Mr. Courrney. One hundred percent subcontract from Spra-Con 
bei nnitin 

Commander Harvey. Cincinnati Industrial Finishing—company 
or corporation ¢ 

Mr. Morean. Company. 

Mr. Courtney. This is all in conformity with Navy procedures 
and with Navy approval? 

Commander Harvey. Was acceptable and done with Navy approval. 

Mr. Kuun. Of what quantity does a lot consist ? 

Mr. Morean. Five hundred. 

Mr. Kunn. That would be 3,000 units that have been rejected of 
those launchers supplied by Century Industries? 

Mr. Morean. That is right. 
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Mr. Kun. Have their been any other rejections in this procure- 
ment 4 

Mr. Morcan. There were rejections, but subsequent resampling and 
testing in accordance with the specifications revealed that the launch- 
ers were either corrected or acceptable. That was with the other 
companies, and with Century Industries too. 

Mr. Courrney. There isn’t anything abnormal about that pro- 
cedure ¢ 

Mr. Morcan. Not at all. Specifications specifically provide for 
that procedure. 

Mr. Kunn. The status at this point is that of the 120,000 units there 
still remain 3,000 that have been rejected, and you are in doubt as 
to what course you will take ? 

Mr. Morcan. The outcome is in doubt, that is right. 

Mr. Kuun. To recap, the rejections from 1 company you said were 
6 lots of 500 each, which would be a total of 3,000 out of 40,000. 

Mr. Morean. About 7 percent. 

Mr. Kunn. Which would have a rejection ratio of about 7 or 8 
percent. 

Mr. Morean. That is right. It is a little more than 7 percent, 
about 714. 

Mr. Kunwn. Could you tell us at what point the Navy became inter- 
ested in and developed the Aero 6-C and the universal suspension 
apparatus, if they are concurrent, and if they aren’t, take first the 
Aero 6-C, 

Mr. Morean. The idea of developing the universal launcher or Aero 
X-6-C had its genesis some while ago. It was a requirement by the 
Research and Development Board that we have an interservice weapon 
‘apable of interchangeable use and also to permit NATO nations to 

‘arry our equipment. I also have a date. I say that because the date 
while it is late does not indicate the thinking prior to that: a con- 
tract with Inyokern No. N-123S-80A, F6-14-54, formerly paid Cen- 
tury Engineers for the development. However, the design essentially 
had been firmed up prior to that, but I can’t give you that background 
date. We had been working on it for some while. We knew it was 
necessary, and that we had been working on it early in 1954. 

Mr. Kunn. I don’t want to pin you down to a date, but you said 
early in 1954. That would be February or March, perhaps? 

Mr. MorGan. Somewhere in there, yes. The thinking had been ~ 
going on for some while. 

Mr. Kunn. Has the Navy had a more recent procurement of rocket 
launchers ? 

Mr. Moraan. Yes. 

Mr. Kun». Would you expand on that, stating the launcher that 
was procured, the quantity, to whom it was contracted and on what 
basis it was contracted ? 

Mr. Morcan. Let me say before we give the date of conferring that 
contract that we would have gone into production on our Aero X-6-C, 
the universal launcher, if we had had just a few months more in time, 
but we came down the line where the production divisions had to 
make a commitment, and we had to buy rocket launchers to phase in 
with the rockets produced by the Bureau of Ordnance. Therefore we 
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were late by a couple of months in having the design completely proven 
out, so that we could have built the 6—C instead of the 6—-A. Now you 
can give the date on the contract. 

Mr. Kuun. Mr. Nelson, will you furnish that information ? 

Mr. Netson. Well, the Bureau of Aeronautics did not award the 
recent contract for Aero 6—A rocket launchers. This procurement was 
turned over to the Navy Purchasing Office, Washington, D. C., Bureau 
of Supplies and Accounts for formal advertising. The contract was 
awarded to Radiant Manufacturing Corp., on December 8, 1954. 

Mr. Kunn. What was the quantity of that contract? 

Mr. Netson. 50,000. 

Mr. Kunn. What was 

Mr. Netson. The price was 

Commander Harvey. I think it was $23.95, the approximate price. 
That is, “NPO, Washington, D. C.” 

Mr. Morcan. We went out on advertised bidding, I believe, on 
September 7, wasn’t it? 

Commander Harvey. Yes. 

Mr. Netson. I could read part of this letter, I suppose. 

Mr. Morean. It was formally released for advertising September 
7 by NPO. 

Commander Harvey. In our usual procedure there, just for back- 
ground information, we have a requirement that we endorse and trans- 
fer to another purchasing office, to purchase for us, so that we began 
our deliberations on that procurement even before September; let us 
say in July probably, and subsequently forwarded the paperwork 
to NPO, Washington, and they in turn solicited the invitations. 

Mr. Morcan. That is the reason I couldn’t get this Aero 6—-C in 
production because the preliminaries before you go out on a competi- 
tive bid take quite some time. I wasn’t ready at that time with my 
specifications and drawings to produce the new launcher. That is 
the only reason the old one was produced again. 

Mr. Kuun. That was July of 1954? 

Commander Harvey. Yes. Approximately in July of 1954, we 
endorsed our requirement to NPO, Washington, for them to purchase 
it for us, which they did through the medium of formal advertising, 
and they, just for your information, received back from industry some 
13 replies from various companies who were interested. The award 
was made to the low responsive bidder. There were some bidders 
which were lower, but they were subsequently—they subsequently 
withdrew or else after being surveyed and investigated were found not 
to be qualified, so the award was placed with the low responsive bidder, 
who was Radiant Manufacturing Corp. 

Mr. Kuun. Mr. Morgan 

Mr. Nexson. Excuse me. 

Commander Harvey. Do you want to mention what Century Indus- 
tries’ bid price was? This is common information, publicized. 

Mr. Kuun. Yes. 

Commander Harvey. In this procurement, Century Industries bid 
price was $24.57. 

Mr. Kunn. Now, Mr. Morgan, the Board to which you referred a 
minute ago concerning the universal suspension apparatus, in the 
Aero 6-C, is composed of what services ? 
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Mr. Morean. The Research and Development Board. That is the 
governing body for all research and development in the Defense 
Establishment. 

Commander Harvey. That is a Department of Defense board, and it 
is a high-level board. 

Mr. Kunn. Is the Air Force represented on that Board ? 

Mr. Morean. Oh, yes. 

Mr. Kuun. The Air Force, the Navy, and Department of Defense 
representatives, and anyone else? 

Mr. Morcan. Anyone concerned with research and development in 
the Defense Establishment. 

Commander Harvey. Excuse me. I think the easiest way to give 
you exact information on it would be to get or look at the Board 
charter or something, because it is a high-level board, and the com- 
Ser and organization, we can get it from organization of the 

Jepartment of Defense. 

Mr. Kunn. Commander Harvey, will you supply that for the 
record ¢ 

Commander Harvey. At a later date; yes, sir. 

(In telephone conversation of February 8, 1955, between Mr. Kuhn 
and Commander Harvey, Commander Harvey referred Mr. Kuhn 
to the staff assistants to the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Research 
and Development) for exact data concerning the Board or its suc- 
cessor, functions, composition, and so forth.) 

Mr. Kunn. Now, Mr. Morgan, at some time during the procure- 
ment, at or about the time you were procuring the Aero 6—A in the 
quantity of 120,000, were you contacted by the Air Force with reference 
to rocket launchers? 

Mr. Morgan. Yes. Let me give you the background on this. I con- 
tacted Commander Hassenfratz 

Mr. Kunn. Where is Commander Hassenfratz ? 

Mr. Morean. He was the military officer in charge of the guns, 
bombs, and rockets, or the Armament Division. He was transferred 
in July to the Overhaul and Repair Department, NAS, Norfolk, Va. 
I contacted him to refresh my memory of this incident I am about 
to relate. Commander Hassenfratz recalled that he had done a good 
bit of contact or liaison work with a Lieutenant Colonel Tapp, who 
is in the Chief of Fire Control and Weapons Branch, Combat Com- 
ponents Division of the AFDRD. He had contacted Colonel Tapp 
some time in the past when Commander Hassenfratz was primarily 
concerned with fire-control problems, and Colonel Tapp was also 
concerned with fire-control problems. 

The subject of rocket launchers had been discussed between the 
two on several occasions—-I can’t supply those dates—but Commander 
Hassenfratz called Colonel Tapp to discuss the particular business of 
“Smiley.” That was a launcher that was being offered for sale on a 
proprietary basis by Century Industries. 

Mr. Kunn. With reference to the launchers that the Navy has 
procured, what is the closest example, or model, within the Navy’s 
procurement system ? 

Mr. Morean. “Smiley” is basically the Aero X-6A rocket launcher 
with refinements and modifications, but basically the same piece of 
equipment. 
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Mr. Kuuwn. All right. 

Mr. Morean. Century Industries had come to the Navy Department 
and offered to sell their launcher known as “Smiley,” on the proprie- 
tary basis. It was alleged to be a better piece of equipment than our 
Aero 6A, and they were also contacting the Air Force with the same 
proposal. ; 

Ccimtnatiilen Hassenfratz and Colonel Tapp discussed this matter, 
and Commander Hassenfratz invited Colonel Tapp to either call on us, 
or send some representatives over to discuss the possibility of adopting 
a universal piece of equipment that both Air Force and Navy could 
use and effect some savings in production, if nothing else. 

Sometime in April—I can’t give a definite date—Major McWhorter 
and a captain, I can’t identify him, but McWhorter was from Tapp’s 
office, called on us, and we discussed rocket launchers in general. 
They were in a “bit of a bind” as they put it. They had to get some- 
thing into production in a hurry and were quite interested in “Smiley.” 
They wanted to know if we wouldn’t accept “Smiley” as a standard 
weapon. 

We told the gentlemen that under the conditions of the offer, it 
was impossible for us to consider it. We only procured equipment 
as a general policy matter in the Bureau of Aeronautics, which is 
susceptible to competitive bidding. Further, we had several develop- 
ments in the mill, at the time which we thought would fulfill all inter- 
service requirements and which some of which we thought would ful- 
fill those requirements in a superior manner than this “Smiley.” 

Mr. Kuun. At that time the Aero 6C was—that was about the time 
that it was conceived and 

Mr. Morcan. The Aero 6C was—its design was fairly firm. This 
was completed in July of 1954, but models, sufficient models to com- 
pletely prove it out had not yet been fabricated. They felt that they 
could not wait until we had completely proven the Aero X-6-C out; 
that they wanted to go into production as early as they possibly 
could. Weshowed them some of our other equipment that we thought 
could possibly be adapted to their needs to fill in this immediate re- 
quirement, and again reaffirmed that we felt that under the cir- 
cumstances we couldn’t adopt a proprietary item. 

Mr. Kunn. When you say that the “Smiley” that the Air Force 
discussed with you was proprietary, do you know in what respect it 
was proprietary ? 

Mr. Morean. I don’t know how the contractor 

Commander Harvey. Excuse me. I think I should add something 
here. We don’t necessarily acknowledge that it is proprietary. It 
is claimed to be proprietary by Century Industries. 

Mr. Courtney. Let’s get down to that. The representations that 
the “Smiley” was proprietary came from what sources ? 

Commander Harvey. As I understand it from Century Industries, 
from the company. 

Mr. Morean. That is correct. 

Commander Harvey. We never investigated whether it was or 
wasn’t proprietary. 

Mr. Courtney. You have no opinion on that subject? That is a 
representation made to you? 

Commander Harvey. Yes. 
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Mr. Courtney. Was the same representation made to the Navy by 
the Air Force in these discussions, that this was a proprietary item? 

Commander Harvey. I would infer from his conversation with the 
Air Force 

Mr. Courtney. Mr. Morgan 

Commander Harvey. That it was spoken of as being proprietary to 
that company. On the other hand whether it was or wasn’t, still was 
a question, because different people in the Air Force, other than this 
major and captain, would be the proper people who would determine 
whether it was or wasn’t proprietary, such as the Judge Advocate 
General and their patent counsel. 

Mr. Courtney. You didn’t get into the refinements, or to a final 
determination of the fact of it being a proprietary item, but Mr. 
Morgan, was the representation made to you by Air Force representa- 
tives that they were dealing with a proprietary item in considering 
“Smiley” 

Mr. issn I don’t remember what their representations were. 
There was no question that the item was claimed to be proprietary by 
the contractor. The Air Force people and the Navy people presented 
no question on that score. [It is believed intent of this sentence is 
to say: Navy and Air Force did not question the fact that contractor 
was claiming proprietary rights to the equipment.] I have a per- 
tinent letter here. 

While Century had industriously been trying to sell this unit on the 
proprietary basis to the Navy as early as March or possibly as early as 
February of 1954, they sent a letter into the Bureau, dated April 21, 
1954, offering to sell 300 of these models for test and ev: aluation. 

Mr. Courrnrey. Which model was that “Smiley” ? 

Mr. Morcan. “Smiley.” Our letter of reply rejected their offer, 
thanking them for it, and delineating the policy of the Chief of the 
Bureau of Aeronautics that generally, we only purchase items sus- 
ceptible to competitive bidding. 

‘ Mr. Kunn. Were any claims made by Century Industries as to 
whom in their organization was responsible for the design? Does an 
individual claim any patent rights in this? 

Mr. Moraan. I don’t know. I haven't seen a copy of their appli- 
cation. Their drawings were all stamped “patent applied for.” As 
I recall it, Mr. Kueper 

Mr. Kony. What is his first name? 

Mr. Morcan. Robert Kueper, was the designer of the piece of 
equipment. Mr. Kueper’s background is this: he was employed as 
an engineer in the test department, I believe, rocket test department, 
at Inye okern. I don’t know how long he was there. He left Inyokern 
I believe in July of 1952, shortly after cognizance of the equipment 
that he had been working on was transferred to the Bureau of Aero- 
nauties, and went with C entury Engineers, and at this company he 
worked on the development of rocket launchers. When the two com- 
panies separated, Mr. Kueper left Century Engineers and went down 
with Century Industries and is employed there ‘today. 

Mr. Kunn. Mr. Morgan, at the time of your discussions with the 
Air Force, Major Whorter and the other Air Force officer, and in which 
they suggested that the Navy and Air Force standardize on “Smiley,” 
or at least the Air Force and Navy procure “Smiley” as a thought of 
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accepting that as a standard item for both the Navy and Air Force, 
there was some claim that “Smiley” was a proprietary item. 

Now disregarding the fact that the claim existed and assuming for 
a moment it is not a proprietary item, was the Navy interested in 
“Smiley” as a universal standard rocket launcher ? 

Mr. Morcan. We feel that we had a better item underway, well 
underway, that would meet all requirements and would possibly be 
superior to “Smiley.” 

Mr. Kuun. At that time were there sufficient drawings and speci- 
fications on “Smiley” that you could have advertised that on a com- 
petitive-bid basis? 

Mr. Courtney. Rescinding from the patent question. 

Mr. Moraan. I had no dr: awings or specifications on “Smiley. 
The company would not release them. If they had been available, 
if they had been turned over to us, we could very easily have adver- 
tised the procurement. 

Mr. Kunn. The model known as “Smiley” is substantially equiva- 
lent to the Navy model known as Aero X—6—A 

Mr. Morean. That is right. 

Mr. Kuun. Do you have drawings and specifications on Aero 
X-6-A ? 

Mr. Morean. Yes. 

Mr. Kunun. So that you could have advertised on a competitive 
basis for Aero X—6-A ? 

Mr. Morgan. That is right. 

Mr. Kunn. Would you give us, Mr. Morgan, the primary reason 
for your rejecting the Air Force offer at the time of your discussion ? 

Mr. Courtney. All of the reasons? 

Mr. Kuun. All of the reasons for rejecting their offer to standardize 
and procure the rocket launcher known as “Smiley.” 

Mr. Morean. The first reason, and the prime reason, is that “Smiley’ 
was offered on a proprietary basis, and it was the established al 
of the Chief of the Bureau of Aeronautics that generally we would 
not deal in proprietary items; that we had to have patent rights in 
order to permit us to secure competitive bidding. We wouldn't con- 
sider it for a minute on the basis that it was offered by the contractor. 

Secondly, we feel that we had development programs well under 
way, which lent themselves to fulfilling the requirements of both 
services and that we felt could quite well be superior to the unit 
that was offered to us on a proprietary basis. 

Mr. Courtney. By Century Industries? 

Mr. Morgan. That is right. These views were given to the Air 
Force representatives at the time. 

Mr. Kunun. Then the Navy has never tested the rocket launcher 
known as “Smiley” ¢ 

Mr. Morcan. We have never tested it. 

Mr. Kunn. Are you familar enough with the rocket launcher 
known as “Smiley” to state in what respects it is similar to anything 
that you have procured ? 

Mr. Moraan. Yes. It is basically as I said before. similar to the 
Aero X-6A. It is hexagonal in shape, has seven tubes, the interve- 
lometer arrangement is slightly different, it is buried inside the 
launcher to protect it against rocket blast, the same as our Aero 
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X-6C is. It is slightly longer. It was made longer to reduce the size 
of the fairing, which streamlines the launcher. It has a different 
type of suspension which makes it susceptible to installation on Air 
Force aircraft. None of our launchers to date, with the exception 
of the Aero X-6C will fit on an Air Force airplane. 

Mr. Courtney. What problem is there in adapting these? 

Mr. Moraan. I think you can see it readily on the X-6C. The 
Air Force has a—has flush mouth hooks that suspend the rocket on 
three points. Two hooks are in the rear end of the launcher, and one 
up forward. This is the Air Force setup. You make your electrical 
contact through one of these ears. After you have fired your rockets, 
through an explosive charge, one of the supports retracts into the 
wings and forcibly throws the launcher down. That eliminates some 
undesirable aerodynamic effects which tend to throw the equipment 
up into the wing. 

Our equipment is suspended by these two hooks. You move this for- 
ward gadget and screw this thing in. We have bomb racks under 
our wings, 14-inch suspension on the hooks. We suspend our equip- 
ment from these two lugs. We get the electrical impulse firing through 
this front electrical contact. You can readily see that these two 
suspension systems are not compatible. 

“Smiley,” the only version of “Smiley” that I have seen, had an 
ow Force suspension system on it, somewhat similar to what you see 
rere. 

Mr. Courtney. When you speak of them being not compatible you 
mean they are not necessarily interchangeable but there is no funda- 
mental difference in principle? 

Mr. Morgan. No. It is the way you hang it on from your suspen- 
sion equipment. 

Mr. Courtney. In other words that is just to conform to the air- 
craft rather than change the type of gadget? 

Mr. Morean. You would merely supply as we would do here the 
extra equipment to make the Navy launcher go on an Air Force plane. 
You could have these in kits somewhere if you wanted to. 

Mr. Courtney. Speaking about the dog ears. 

Mr. Morean. Yes, sir. When an Air Force plane came in at some 
advance base, out of rockets, it can go into the Navy’s ammunition 
depots, pull this equipment out, take the kit that houses these ears, 
and put it on the airplane. 

Mr. Courtney. Dog ears, and one forward suspension gadget ? 

Mr. Morean. Yes, sir. This is the way we met the problem of inter- 
service use, as far as this suspension is concerned. 

That basically is the difference. 

Mr. Courtney. It has only to do with the external suspension of 
the gadget; is that correct ? 

Mr. Morean. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. And by the use of three small parts, not very ex- 
pensive, one could be adapted or modified, I believe is the word, 
isn’t it 

Mr. Moreay. I think adapted. 

Mr. Courtney. Adapted is a better word. 

Mr. Morean. I would call these adapters to permit the launcher 
to be adapted to the Air Force. 
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Mr. Courtney. You call them dog ears and the third point suspen- 
sion bolt or nut whatever it is 

Mr. Morcan. Lug: 

Mr. Courtney. Lug—the adapters. With that exception, there is 
no difference, no basic difference between the gadgets? Gadgets under- 
stood to mean X-6C used for the Navy versus X-6C which would be 
used for the Air Force. 

Mr. Morgan. No. 

We have submerged the intervelometer in this case (X-6C) the 
same as in that (“Smiley”). 

Mr. Courrney. On the record. Let’s get back here to the time that 
you took competitive bids on 6-A at a price of 

Mr. Morcan, 23.95, 

Mr. CourrNry. For what volume? 

Mr. Morean. 50000. 

Mr. CouriNry. Comparing that bid and the model that you were— 
the production model you were to get on that bidding, specification- 
wise, with “Siniley,” as you know it to be specified, in your professional 
judgment what would be the difference in value between the two, on 
the basis of competitive price ? 

Mr. MoreGan, On the basis— 

Mr. Courtney. The question, Mr. Morgan, is this: On a strictly 
competitive basis, equal position of bidders, as against a bid on 
6—-A to Navy under its specifications, and a bid on “Smiley,” on the 
specifications with which you are familiar, the first question is, in your 
opinion professionally, would the same bidder be able to bid “Smiley” 
less or more than 6—A ¢ 

Mr. Morean. On the basis of my knowledge of “Smiley,” as shown 
to me and explained to me by Century Industries personnel, you should 
be able to produce “Smiley” for a lower cost than the Aero 6—A. 

Mr. Courrney. The reason being 

Mr. Moraan. If for no other reason than there are fewer component 
parts involved. 

Mr. Courrney. That is the answer. 

Let’s get back to the range of bids among the responsible bidders, 
who answered this advertisement. 

Commander Harvey. Do you want each bid or do you want jus st the 
range ¢ 

Mr. Courrney. So we may have some idea of the range, what would 
you consider the solid bracket ? 

Commander Harvey. From $17.95, to LeJohn Manufacturing Co., 
which was 34.77 or really up to 47, 1 would say was in the range. I 
think he was s high. 

Mr. More I think he was high but when you consider they were 
being ee ta ed for approximately that price, he is definitely in the 
range that existed at the time. 

Commander Harvey. It is hard to answer your question. I don’t 
think he is in the range, but legally he is in the range you see. 

Mr. Courtney. Legally in the range would be “—— 

Commander Harvey. Would be anything up to the previous price 
we had paid which was roughly $45. 

Mr. Courtney. And from there down below that, you had con- 
tractors in the $23-$28 bracket ? 
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Commander Harvey. That is correct. 

Mr. Courtney. And all producers of this same article? 

Commander Harvey. Yes. There were 5 producers in the $20 
range. 

Mr. Courtney. Twenty to twenty-five, right. 

Commander Harvey. Well, it was from 22.75 to 28.88, and there 
were 5 bids in that area. 

Mr. Courrney. The highest of the responsive bidders was 34 and 
that was within the range of the previous known bids, is that correct ? 

Commander Harvey. Asa practical matter. As a legal matter, the 
highest of the responsive bidders would be $47. 

Mr. Courtney. That is right. All right. 

Mr. Courtney. How much was paid to Century Engineering for 
the development cost, tooling, etc. ? 

Mr. Netson. That would go back quite a ways. We haven’t got 
that. I have got a brief paragraph here that gives you 

Mr. Courrney. Give us the essentials. 

Mr. Netson. This was in reference to that letter you are acquainted 
with and was answered by Naval Purchasing Office, Washington, and 
they quoted from a letter that we gave them, and I can read this para- 
graph. I think that will perhaps clear that point up. 





With reference to Century Industries Corp’s statement regarding consideration 
of their pioneer research, development and production, invention of the process, 
lead contractor and disseminator of information at the seminar, it is pointed 
out that Century Engineers, Inc., not Century Industries, was the original 
developer of this process under contracts with NOTS, Inyokern. Century 
Engineers was later awarded production contract, NOAS 53-520-f dated De- 
cember 31, 1952, which was subsequently transferred and assigned to Century 
Industries on June 12, 1953. Century Industries was paid $36,500 under con- 
tract, NOAS 53520-f for the rights to their plastic manufacturing process for 
the rocket launchers. Tooling in the amount of $49,900 was provided to Cen- 
tury Engineers, Inc., under contract, NOAS 53110. This is over and above the 
amount paid for the production of the rocket launchers. 

Further, Century Industries is being paid $13,139.04 for engineering services 
under contract, NOAS 54-145, over and above the amount paid for production 
of the rocket launchers. 


(Whereupon, at 11:10 a. m., the hearing was closed.) 
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THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 10, 1955 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE FOR SPECIAL INVESTIGATIONS, 
Washington, D. C. 

Hon. Porter Hardy, Jr., member of the subcommittee, presiding. 

Mr. Courtney. The witnesses will rise and Mr. Hardy will admin- 
ister the oath. Raise your right hand, please. 

Mr. Harpy. Do you, each of you, swear that the testimony you shall 
give under inquiry by this subcommittee shall be the truth, the whole 
truth and nothing but the truth, so help you God 4 

(Chorus of “I do.”) 

Mr. Courtney. Your name, Colonel ¢ 

Colonel Witson. Wilson. 

Mr. Courtney. As your names are called—read them into the rec- 
ord, with your rank and title. 

Colonel Wirson. Col. Ellis H. Wilson. 

Major Lane. Maj. Joe V. Lane. 

Solonel Tarr. Tapp, James B., lieutenant colonel. 

Colonel Davott. Davoli, James E., colonel. 

Mr. Powerit. Powell, Mr. John C. 

Mr. Bavcu. I am Mr. John V. Balch. 

Mr. Beck. Mr. Robert Beck. 

Major Reep. I am Maj. Edward Reed. 

Mr. Kuun. Is that everyone? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Harpy. Now, let’s come to order here. 

Mr. Courtney will proceed shortly with the matter under inquiry. 
Since this is an executive session, not everybody present is going to 
testify. Now, who are the ones that are here now that are not going 
to testify ¢ 

(Show of hands.) 

Mr. Harpy. Do I understand, then, that Mr. Silverstone would be 
expected to stay as counsel and adviser to the witnesses? 

Mr. Wessetink. That is correct, for that purpose only, Mr. Con- 
gressman. 

Mr. Harpy. Then 

Mr. Wessenink. And Mr. Silverstone is here. 

Mr. Harpy. That is fine, and we would be glad for him to stay for 
that purpose. 

Mr. Wessrtink. Thank you. In that case, as I say, I feel my 
services would be completely duplicated and I see no purpose for 
spending my time here, then. 
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Mr. Harpy. There would be absolutely no purpose in your wasting 
your time here. It would be a waste of the taxpayers’ money. 

Mr. WessELinkK. Correct. 

Mr. Courtney. Mr. Silverstone. 

Mr. Sitverstone. I am John Othan Silverstone. I am in the Office 
of the General Counsel, Department of the Air Force. 

Mr. Courrney. You are appearing as counsel for the witnesses ? 

Mr. Stiverstone. Yes; I am. 

Mr. Courtney. Mr. Silverstone, it is my duty to advise you the rule, 
Rule 5, on right to counsel, before this committee is this: 

A witness required to be sworn may be accompanied by counsel. Counsel 
must be a member in good standing of the highest court of his place of residence 
or of the Supreme Court of the United States. 

Do you comply with that rule? 

Mr. Strverstone. I am a member of the Bar of the Supreme Court 
of the State of Connecticut. 

Mr. Courrney (reading) : 

The chairman, on application of a witness, may permit more than one counsel 
to be present. Counsel will not be allowed to interrogate a witness. Proceed- 
ings before the subcommittee are not adversary. A witness may advise the 
chairman of any evidence he may deem material or relevant concerning the 
subject about which he may have been interrogated, and the subcommittee may, 
in its discretion, receive such evidence. 

Now, we have rule 3 for the information of witnesses. This has 
been a subject we have been through. 

Witnesses, before being sworn, shall be advised by the chairman conducting the 
hearing or counsel for the subcommittee under the direction of the chairman 
of the House resolution authorizing the inquiry. The authority 
and that is House Resolution 112— 


The authority of the subcommittee or members conducting the hearing shall be 
admonished of their rights under the fifth amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States. 

Since you have counsel present, I am sure you are amply able to 
protect your witnesses and advise them of their rights. 

Mr. Strverstonr. (Nods.) 

Mr. Courtney. I think that is about all we have on the rules that 
relate to your proposition. 

Now, since you are of counsel, I believe vou ought to sit alongside 
your witness. And you may advise them in any way or manner in 
which you consider appropriate. 

Why don’t you come up here at this table now ? 

Mr. Harpy. Go ahead and eall your first witness. 

Mr. Kury. The first witness will be Colonel Tapp. 

The matter before the subcommittee this morning concerns rocket 
launcher research and development and the procurement ensuing 
therefrom. 

You are Colonel Tapp and you have been sworn ? 

Colonel Tarr. Yes: I have. 

Mr. Kun. Will you state your position? 

Colonel Tarr. Iam Chief of the Fire Control and Weapons Branch, 
the Combat Components Division, Director of Research and Develop- 
ment, IHleadquarters, United States Air Force. 

Mr. Kut. How long have you been in the position, Colonel? 
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Colonel Tarr. Officially for 2 years. I was Acting Branch Chief 
for 6 months prior to that, and for about 6 months I was the Chief 
of the Fire Control Section of that Branch. 

Mr. Kun. Was one of the items under your duties in that posi- 
tion the research and development of rocket launchers ¢ 

Colonel Tarp. Yes; it was. 

Mr. Kunnx. What was the first or the earliest date that the Air 
Force participated in a research and development program of rocket 
launchers ¢ 

Colonel Tarr. I don’t know specifically. Mr. Balch, who is here 
from the Wright Air Development Center, has been in the rocket 
business ever since it started. I would say, though, it was about 1943, 

Mr. Kun. I think, perhaps, Mr. Chairman, we should bring Mr. 
Balch in to testify. 

Mr. Harpy. All right. Just take a seat up there. There is plenty 
of room up there. 

Mr. Batcn. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. We can keep this thing just as informal as we may, 
The only thing the committee is trying to do is to develop facts. 

Mr. Kun. Mr. Balch, will you state your position, please / 

Mr. Barcu. I am Chief of the Rocket Section of the Armament 
Laboratory at Wright Air Development Center concerned with the 
research and development aspect of rockets and launchers for the 
Air Force. 

Mr. Kuunx. Did vou hear my previous question concerning the 
earliest date the Air Force participate] in a rocket launcher develop- 
ment program ¢ 

Mr. Batcn. We have been at work on rocket launchers since the 
Air Force first became interested in rockets as aircraft weapons, 
starting, roughly, in 1943. 

Mr. Kein. When did vou get into a paper launcher—or a non- 
metallic rocket launcher ¢ 

Mr. Batcn. Nonmetallic? In 1944 we had a development with, I 
think it was General Electric to build a paper tube cluster for firing 
the 414-inch diameter aircraft rocket. This is the first aircraft rocket 
the Air Force ever used. It was not highly successful. but quite a 
number of them were built for limited-service use. This extended 
through 1944, 

In 1945, we adopted along with the Navy the 5-inch high-velocity 
aircraft rocket, which did not require a tube for launching it. 

During this period, then, from 1945 until 1948, 1949, we were work- 
ing with other sizes of rockets, not standard, and in use, which did 
require clusters, tubes for launching, and during this period worked 
on various types of external clusters, utilizing these same basic prin- 
ciples, various materials for construction of rocket tubes. 

Mr. Kuun. Were any of these launchers that you just described 
ever produced in quantity ? 

Mr. Batcu. Except for the very early ones, which were started in 
1943 and built by General Electric for the 414-inch rocket, which 
became then obsolete, around 1944 or 1945—those were produced in 
quite large quantities. A special plant was built to produce these 
tubes. 

These tubes, I should state, are not similar to the tubes used in the 
launcher under question. 
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The basic materials were similar—paper and plastic. However, they 
were of a different construction. 

Mr. Courtney. What is the difference precisely ? 

Mr. Baton. These tubes were made by taking a wide sheet of paper, 
rolling it on a mandrill, impregnating it with plastic as it was rolled 
up, making a homogeneous tube of plastic and paper. The tubes that 
we are concerned with now are basically paper tubes, like a mailing 
tube, and they are dipped in plastic. The plastic is used as a coating 
only. It is not fabricated with plastic, nor is it bonded with plastic, 
each layer. It is basically a paper tube with plastic coating. To this 
extent, the construction is different. The materials are similar. 

Mr. Courtney. Is there a difference in the size of the rocket which 
are being fired ? 

Mr. Baucir. Yes, sir. The first tubes we made were 414-inch in 
diameter. They had a very short burning time which means an ex- 
tremely high pressure in the tube. The tube we made in those days 
were a quarter of an inch thick. The ones we use now are less than 
a tenth of an inch thick. 

Mr. Courtney. And the size of the rocket is? 

Mr. Baucn. The size of the rocket is now 2.75 inches. 

Mr. Courtney. Excuse me. 

Are those the essential differences between the 1944 rocket develop- 
ment and the present? 

Mr. Batcn. Well, maybe I should explain further that the rockets 
in 1944 were carried in groups of 3, 3 tubes bonded together, hung 
on the aircraft on external mounts and jettisoned from that airplane 
as soon as rockets were fired, much the same as we do the present ones. 
They were approximately 10 feet long. The rocket was only about 40 
inches long, but the tube was quite long to give it guidance in initial 
flight. 

The present launchers are seven tube clusters, the ones we are dis- 
cussing now, mounted in somewhat the same manner, on external 
mounts on the aireraft, and jettisoned from the aircraft at the con- 
clusion of firing. They are expendable, in other words—a one-shot 
arrangement—and are, oh, less than 6 feet long, including the nose and 
tail cones which streamline the cluster. Perhaps I should state that in 
1944 our aircraft, the highest or main speed of our aircraft was much 
lower than it is now and we require more streamlining now than we 
did. That is one of the reasons for the shape. 

Mr. Courrnry. The nose and tail cone are demountable; aren’t 
they ? 

Mr. Barcn. They are detachable. Actually they stay on the thing 
until the rockets are fired. The rockets when fired from the launcher 
break up the nose and tail cones which are constructed of what we call 
a frangible material—that means it breaks up easily. These pieces, 
then, do not damage the aircraft as they go back after firing the rocket. 

Mr. Courtney. The whole mechanism when through firing is 
jettisoned ; isn’t it? 

Mr. Baton. Upon conclusion of firing all the rockets from the 
eluster. 

Mr. Kuun. Coming down to the present rocket launcher which the 
Air Force is using, what was the first research and development on 
that? 
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Mr. Baucu. The launcher under discussion stems from an early 
Navy development that was under way in 1951. It was initiated I 
think somewhere around 1951. The Navy had an occasion to design 
external launchers for the 2.75 rocket for external installation on their 
aircraft during this period. 

In the Air Force we had no such requirements. We used that rocket 
in interceptor aircraft in which the launchers were a part of the air- 
craft. They were installed in general within the contours of the air- 
plane and did not extend out into the air stream underneath the air- 
craft and thus create drag. The interceptors essentially are high per- 
formance aircraft and could not tolerate this. 

We were using this 2.75 rocket in large numbers in the interceptor 
aircraft or in designing aircraft for use of this rocket during that 
period. 

The Navy who had no such aircraft or requirements for such in- 
stallations were restricted to mounting these rockets externally, similar 
to a bomb or a fuel tank. 

Mr. Courtney. The difference is in the missions they were carrying 
out ? 

Mr. Batcu. Right. This is the reason they were in the process of 
developing this type of launcher during this period. 

The 2.75 rocket, as I say, was initially designed for air-to-air use 
and was used in interceptors by the Air Force. 

Mr. Courtney. That you count strictly as an Air Force weapon ? 

Mr. Batcu. That is right. 

Mr. Courtney. As a part of the mission of the Air Force? 

Mr. Batcu. That is right. 

Mr. Courtney. For the type of aircraft which they flew ? 

Mr. Batcu. That is right. 

Mr. Courtney. At that time? 

Colonel Tarr. This was a Navy-development item and we do pro- 
cure it from the Navy. 

Mr. Baucn. This is the rocket. 

Colonel Tarr. Yes. 

Mr. Courtney. Now I am just trying to distinguish the subject 
that you have finished talking about from the present developments, 
so we will be clear. 

Mr. Batcu. Right. The launchers for the intercepters were part 
of the aircraft, and during this period that we were working on those 
installations the Navy was working on external installations. This 
is why they had under development a series of rocket launchers of 
different construction and configurations, which were available when 
the Air Force got to the point where they were interested in testing 
this rocket, 2.75 

Mr. Courtney. Well, at that point 

Mr. Batcu. With a new head on it for air-to-ground use. 

Mr. Courtney. That is right. At that point you were changing 
your mission and in some respects the type of craft that you were 
flying. é 

Mr. Batcu. We were developing a special head for this rocket in 
order to utilize the air to ground as well as air to air. 

Mr. Courtney. That is right. That brings us down now to the 
present procurement; does it not ? 
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Colonel Tapp. I think perhaps just a little bit more background 
there might help a little. 

Mr. Kuun. Mr. Balch, is that the same rocket that is being used 
today ? 

Mr. Baucn. 2.75 is the same rocket. 

Mr. Kunn. With a different head ? 

Mr. Batcu. With a different head. 

Mr. Kunn. And when was the head developed ¢ 

Mr. Batcu. The head was developed—I think development started 
in 1951. 

Mr. Kunwn. 1951. When were they procured in quantity ¢ 

Mr. Baucn. I can’t answer that. Can you, Jim? 

Colonel Tarr. The action on it was initiated, I believe, approxi- 
mately 2 years ago. 

Mr. Kun. They were used during the Korean war / 

Mr. Batcu. No; they were not. As a result of action in Korea 
with the 5-inch rocket which was developed late in World War II 
and got some use in World War IT, the action there showed that with 
the type of terrain, the turbulence due to this particular terrain, and 
the type of target they had, it was very hard to get a hit on a tank- 
type target, a small target, with the 5-inch rocket, and the numbers 
that could be carried in the high-speed airplanes and over the distances 
they had to fly at least during the phase when they were flying from 
Japan to Korea more or less closely controlled. Test conditions in 
the field showed it, too, approximately 50 rounds fired to get a single 
hit on a tank, which means, well, when you have say 8 rockets on an 
sirplane you don’t have a very high kill probability. It takes a lot 
of airplanes to do the job. 

It was about this time, also, that the need arose. It was known that 
if you could increase the density of loading on the airplane, get more 
rockets on, that the hit probability would go up. 

The state of the art of war helped design for rockets and any 
missile of this type was aided greatly by the development of the shape 
charge, and its adaptation to a high-speed vehicle such as a rocket. 

Mr. Kony. Actually, Colonel, wasn’t that rocket of the present 
design released for all services at the end of 19524 Do you know? 

Colonel Tarr. Well, may I 

Mr. Courtnry. How long have you been in your present post, 
Colonel ? 

Colonel Tapp. Well, about 214 years effectively for the particular 
job I have. 

Mr. Courrnery. This question is addressed to you relating to mat- 
ters within your knowledge during the time of vour present assign- 
ment. 

Colonel Tarr. Yes. Some of this was going on—this particular 
problem that I think is before you today—prior to my taking the 
job I have now. However, I do know the background on it. 

Mr. Courtney. Yes. 

Colonel Tarr. From the standpoint of the combat activity, I fol- 
lowed that very closely, and I did use this 5-inch rocket during 
World War IT. 

Mr. Courtney. You used it as a flyer? 

Colonel Tarp. Yes. 

Mr. Courtney. All right. 














ait 
re 


iy 
ve 











AIR FORCE PROCUREMENT OF ROCKET LAUNCHERS 723 


Mr. Kuun. Well, you are familiar with Research and Development 
Board, or the old Research and Development Board on which the Air 
Force had two representatives. 

Do you know whether or not they released this rocket for a universal 
rocket toward the end of 1952? 

Colonel Tarr. No; I do not. 

Mr. Courtney. Can anyone answer it? 

Colonel Tarr. It is the universal rocket that is used. It actually 
was built, designed and built and was in production with the Navy, 
and we buy our rockets for our use from the Navy. 

Major Lane. Jim, let me break in here. If you want my position, 
I was in the Headquarters, Director of Requirements, as an armament 
specialist from July of 1951 until August of 1954. I was recalled. 

What I think is not clear here yet is that when that rocket was 
released to all service use in 1952, this was as an air-to-air rocket 
primarily, at least as far as the Air Force is concerned. We had not at 
that time accepted this rocket for use in air to ground, which resulted 
in the launcher that we are talking about today. 

Mr. Courtney. About when did that develop and occur, Major, if 
you could fix the time? 

Major Lane. Well, I can say this, that in February 1953, the Air 
Force definitely decided on the 2.75-inch rocket as an air-to-ground 
rocket. This was a headquarters decision and it took some time 
to implement it. 

Mr. Kuun. That was February of 1953? 

Major Lane. Right. 

Mr. Kunn. Now going back to Mr. Balch, you stated that the de- 
velopment on this was primarily an external launcher developed by 
the Navy. Now, just how did you get into the research and develop- 
ment picture ? 

Mr. Batcu. At the time development was essentially completed on 
this shape charge head for the 2.75, which made it useful as an air-to- 
ground rocket, was completed—— 

Mr. Kuun. That would be February of 1953; is that right? 

Mr. Bauer. Actually, it is a little earlier than that because the 
development of the head and its long-drawn tests, which it must go 
through, was proceeding toward a successful conclusion. We had to 
go through a long series of tests before we arrived at the decision 
to use this as a service weapon. We have not yet reached that point. 

So we are now, early in 1952, when we are required to have a 
launcher with which to test this rocket. We must shoot this rocket 
and its new head from an airplane at targets on the ground to deter- 
mine its suitability, to determine whether the development is suc- 
ceeding. 

Mr. Kunn. Well, did you let any research and development con- 
tract in 1952 for that launcher ? 

Mr. Batcu. No. We had under development several launchers 
which were capable of firing the 2.75 rocket but these were not partic- 
ularly successful. They were early in their stages of development. 
They were not designed specifically for this task. They happened to 
be available, were satisfactory for shooting the 2.75; but at the time 
we required a launcher for these tests, we surveyed the field of rocket 
launchers for 2.75, examining all the developments, our developments 
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and the Navy’s developments. As I said they had several more de- 
velopments than we did because primarily they were interested in 
developing the external launcher as the sole launcher for the rocket 
for their use. 

Mr. Kun. All right. Let me break in. You say “We examined 
the Navy’s launchers at that time.” 

Now, just who did that and who did you contact in the Navy? 

Mr. Batcu. I, myself, discussed this at some length with our coun- 
terparts in the Bureau of Ordnance in the Navy, Mr. Lee Morgan in 
Bureau of Aeronautics in the Navy, and with a Mr. Keuper, who at 
that time was working for the Navy at the Naval Ordnance Test Sta- 
tion, NOTS, Inyokern. 

Mr. Kuun. I think you fixed that date, but let’s be sure. That is 
in 1952? 

Mr. Baucu. This is early in 1952. 

Mr. Kunn. 1952? 

Mr. Baucu. Actually, keep in mind that as time goes on we coordi- 
nate with our counterparts in the Navy, so that we know what each 
other is doing and we have reports crossing back and forth on these 
subjects. So we are familiar with each other’s developments. 

Mr. Kuun. And what did they have in 1952? 

Mr. Bautcu. They had a number of rocket-launcher developments, 
external for the 2.75 of two basic types. 

One, cheap, light, expendable, one-shot affairs, and several develop- 
ments of relatively heavy and expensive reusable launchers which 
they could attach to the airplane, shoot rockets from them, bring them 
back, load them up and shoot them again. 

Mr. Kvuuyn. Metal ? 

Mr. Batcn. Metal. 

Now, of these, there were at least six developments sponsored by the 
Navy and monitored out of Inyokern, the naval ordnance test station. 

Mr. Kun. You say “of these.” You mean of the metal or all 
of them ? 

Mr. Barcu. All of them. Say roughly three each which appeared 
to be relatively successful as development items, were in progress of 
development. 

After considering the launchers which we had under development 
and the launchers which the Navy had under development, we selected 
of those the one which was most adaptable for this particular purpose, 
of testing the rocket and getting for the first time some capability 
of shooting these things from Air Force aircraft. 

Mr. Kunun. May I interrupt a minute? You said “of those that 
we had under development and the Navy had under development.” 
As I understood your previous testimony, you had no external rockets 
under development until you coordinated your effort or determined 
what the Navy had—did I misunderstand you there? 

Mr. Batcu. No. We had at that time under development as I 
recall three separate projects for external launchers suitable for 
firing 2.75. 

Mr. Kuuyn. Metal or paper? 

Mr. Batcnu. They were basically metal launchers, reusable type. 

Mr. Kunn. All of yours were metal reusable ¢ 

Mr. Courtney. You had existing contracts / 
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Mr. Batcu. Yes. They were all metal. We did have under de- 
velopment one which involved expendable tubes, attached— 

Mr. Kunn. Of what construction / 

Mr. Batcu. We started out I think, with Fiberglas. 

We also investigated the use of other materials for these tubes, 
such; as plywood and asbestos plastic combinations. But as the 
development progressed, this project stuck with Fiberglas essentially. 

Colonel Winson. I think the question was asked as to whether there 
were any contracts on these developments that you talk about. Am 
I right, sir? 

Mr. Courtney. Third-party contracts, yes. Did you contract out 
of the Air Force the research and development on these rocket 
launchers of which we are now speaking ¢ 

Mr. Batcu. We had two outside contracts, these are Air Force 
contracts, with industry for rocket launchers of which I just spoke. 

Mr. Courrnry. And they were 

Mr. Batcu. Essentially metal, reusable, and this Fiberglas thing, 
which was an expendable launcher. 

Mr. Courtney. With whom were those contracts placed ¢ 

Mr. Batcu. One with Rhodes-Lewis Corp. 

Mr. Courtney. Where are they located / 

Mr. Baucn. California, Los Angeles. 

Mr. Courrney. And the other? 

Mr. Baucn. The other was with Stanley Aviation Co. 

Mr. Covrrney. They are in Connecticut, aren't thev 

Mr. Batcu. They were at that time in Buffalo. 

Colonel Witson. Buffalo, sir. 

Mr. Courrney. Buffalo. 

Mr. Baicu. Yes. As I say, neither of these launchers was par- 
ticularly suitable for the purpose at hand, namely to test this rocket 
on the air-to-ground role. We were in the process of developing and 
testing these launchers as launchers and did not particularly wish to 
use them as vehicles for this type of work. 

So, as I say, we surveyed our developments and the Navy’s de- 
velopments and upon consultation with them and coming to some 
conclusions of our own we decided that the most adaptable at the 
moment was a Navy development which was called Mark 16. 

Mr. Kuun. Just to make one point clear. As I understood you, 
there were two people in the Navy with which you dealt in surveying 
their developments, and that was Kueper, K-u-e-p-e-r / 

Mr. Batou. K-e-u-p-e-r. 

Mr. Kuun. And Morgan—what is his first name ‘ 

Mr. Batcu. Lee Morgan, Bureau of Aeronautics. 

Mr. Kunn. And Keuper was with whom ¢ 

Mr. Baucn. He was with naval ordnance test station at Inyokern, 
Calif. 

Mr. Kuun. Is that BuOrd? 

Mr. Barcu. Well, this is a little confusing. At the time this first 
started, launchers were the responsibility of Bureau of Ordnance. 
Shortly after we became interested in this particular item its nomen- 
clature was changed from Mark 16 to Aero X6A, which is a Bureau 
of Aeronautics designation, the Mark 16 being a Bureau of Ordnance 
designation. From that time on—— 
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Mr. Courrney. No essential difference / 

Mr. Batcu. No essential difference at that moment. From that time 
on Bureau of Aeronautics has remained, with the cognizance over 
rocket launchers for the Navy. So any reference to Navy launchers 
now bears a designation of Aero something or other, 

Mr. Kunn. After that survey, then what was your next step? 

Mr. Baucn. As I say we selected this Mark 16 launcher which was 
at that time under development and test by the Navy, their contractor 
being Century Engineers of Burbank, Cailf. 

This launcher was a lightweight 7-tube paper and plastic construc- 
tion external launcher, expendable. They used some simple bomb loop 
or lug attachments for fitting this to their aircraft rocket launchers. 
in order to install this on Air Force aircraft, it was necessary to pro- 
vide different fittings. We used a three-point suspension. They used 
the two bomb loops. 

Mr. Kunyn. Well, at this point the difference was the suspension ; is 
that right ¢ 

Mr. Baten. That is right. 

Colonel Tarr. We have some photographs... 

Mr. KunHn. We would like to see them. 

Mr. Courtney. We will come to that. 

Mr. Bavcn. All right. 

Colonel Tarp. All right. 

Mr. Batcu. We can show you the difference in these fittings in these 
photographs. 

Mr. Courrney. The difference in the fittings is a lug in the forward 
end of the chamber and two dogears at the rear of the chamber: isn’t 
that right? 

Mr. Baucr. This is the Navy system of mounting on the aircraft 
lexhibiting photograph |, and that is the Air Force. 

Mr. Kunwn. This Air Force photograph, which is captioned 
“MA-1”—— 

Mr. Baccu. Is basically the Mark 16 launcher, with the bomb loops 
removed and fittings installed so that it can be mounted on Air Force 
rocket launchers. 

Mr. Kouun. Other than the suspension, what are the differences 
between this and the Mark 16? 

Mr. Batcnu. None. 

Mr. Kunn. None? All right, then, will you go on from there? 

What was the Air Force’s next step in research and development ? 

Mr. Batcu. The next step was to procure 250 of these launchers, 
basically Mark 16 but modified with the Air Force’s type fittings. 

Mr. Kuun. Now, is that the first research and development con- 
tract ? 

Mr. Baucn. This was not a research and development contract. It 
Was Ina shady area, so to speak. Here is an item which is being pro- 
duced in test quantities for the Navy, to which we require some modi- 
fication so we can install it on our aircraft. The contract was let not 
with research and development money. It was not an R. and D. con- 
tract. It was what we commonly call a service test contract, to buy a 
quantity of these things modified from its original design but basically 
the same thing that was being produced. 
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Mr. Kunn. When was that contract let ? 

Colonel Witson. We have that information. If you want it, we 
can interject it now or we will give it to you later, whichever way you 
prefer. 

Mr. Batcu. We have that right here: February 20, 1953. 

Colonel Wiison. February 20, 1953. 

Mr. Kuun. And did you mention the contractor ? 

Mr. Batcn. With Century Engineers, who were at that time still 
engaged in producing these in test quantities for the Navy. 

Mr. Courtney. Now, may I break in there?. Since Century Engi- 
neers and Industries are very confusing 

Mr. Batcn. At this time there was only Century Engineers. 

Mr. Courtney. That is, before this industries had been formed ¢ 

Mr. Batcu. Right. 

Colonel Witson. That is correct. 

Mr. Courtney. The company. 

Colonel Wirson. If you wish this information now, the agreement 
between Century Engineers and Century Industries is in April of 1953. 

Mr. Courrney. Yes. 

Mr. Kunn. And these were test fired—was that the next step in your 
program ? 

Colonel Tarp. You back up a step. 

Mr. Courrnry. Excuse me. Colonel Tapp, did you want to add—- 

Mr. Batcn. I will get to the point you were going to bring out, Jim. 

Colonel Tarr. All right. 

Mr. Batcu. Following the decision to buy these test quantities and 
realizing that it would take some time for them to tool up and build 
the fittings, we borrowed from the Navy 50 of these Mark 16 launchers, 
just as they were produced for the Navy. 

Mr. Courtney. And you got those where? 

Mr. Batcu. We got those through arrangements with this Mr. Lee 
Morgan in the Bureau of Aeronautics, who by this time, now, had 
cognizance of rocket-launcher developments. The people in develop- 
ment and the contractors, and so on, remain the same. 

We took these 50 launchers and fabricated fittings at Wright Field, 
sent the launchers to Eglin Air Force Base for preliminary tests 
prior to the planned functional suitability tests, which was the prime 
purpose in procuring the 250. This was to get a first look at the 
things. 

Mr. Kcunn. When you borrowed the 50, that was a step prior to 
the 

Mr. Batcn. To the delivery of those that were under procure- 
ment. 

Mr. Kuun. But you had already let that contract ? 

Mr. Batucu. Yes. 

Mr. Kuun. So this would be some time early in 1953, but can you 
fix the month ? 

Mr. Batcu. I am afraid I can’t. 

Colonel Tarr. I think it was around July or August of 1952 

Mr. Barcu. No, no. 

Mr. Kuun. As I understood your testimony, Mr. Balch, you said 
this contract, this service contract, was let on the 20th of February 
1953. 
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Major Lane. Can I discuss it off to the side with him, and I think 
I will refresh his memory. 

Mr. Courtney. Very good. It is your privilege. 

Major Lane. (Aside to Mr. Balch.) 

Mr. Batcu. I don’t know whether it is too important. 

The thing that is important is that while—that in order to con- 
duct tests with the rocket, the first launcher that was used was a basic 
Navy development and modified for installation to Air Force aircraft. 

Mr. Kunn. So you borrowed some at that time to test your rocket? 

Major Lang. That was back in mid or the latter part of 1952. 

Colonel Tarr. It was about August of 1952. 

Major Lane. Yes; that is definitely right. 

Mr. Kunn. How were those launchers suspended ? 

e Major Lane. In the modified launcher, which we borrowed from the 
avy. 

Mr. Kuun. I understand that. But how were they suspended from 
the aircraft ? 

Colonel Tarr. Oh, very much similar to this. It was the Wright 
Field modification, made in their shops. 

Mr. Courtney. That is, with the dogears and the lugs on the for- 
ward end of the compartment ? 

Colonel Tarr. That is right. 

Mr. Kunn. To test them. Now, we are up to the point where you 
are interested not in the rockets but in the launchers and you let a 
contract in February of 1953, a service contract for the 250. 

Major Lane. Right. 

Mr. Kuny. And while they were being manufactured you borrowed 
50 more from the Navy to test—Isn’t that correct ? 

Major LAanr. No. You borrowed those 50 before the contract for 
these 250 were ever let. 

Mr. Baucu. The fact remains that we were running tests with the 
borrowed launchers prior to delivery of the contract items. 

Mr. Kun. Your service contract was with Century Engineers? 

Mr. Batcu. Right. 

Mr. Kunn. And the 50 that were furnished were from what con- 
tractor? 

Mr. Batcu. They were borrowed from the Navy. No money in- 
volved. We had agreed to pay them back out of our procurement of 
250. 

Mr. Kunwn. Well, who was the manufacturer on the 50 that you 
borrowed ? 

Mr. Bancn. Century Engineers were the only people who were 
building the Mark 16 at that time. 

Mr. Kunn. Yes. This was the Mark 16? 

Mr. Baucu. Right. 

Mr. Kunn. All right. Now, proceed from there toward the present. 

Mr. Batcn. Tests of the items delivered under this contract for the 
250——. 

Mr. Kunn. Excuse me. When were the items delivered ? 

Mr. Batcn. I was just getting to that. They were delivered in 
late September, and in October of 1953 tests commenced at Eglin 
Air Force Base. 

Mr. Kun. Excuse me. What was the unit price of this 250 con- 
tract, do you have that ¢ 
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Mr. Batcu. Very close to $300. 

Colonel Witson. May I make a correction on that? 

Mr. Batcn. Yes. Approximately $300. 

Colonel Witson. The item 1 for the 200, which was the develop- 
ment item. The contract spelled out $903.08. 

Now, for ~ 50, which were a direct duplicate of the Mark 16, to 
be returned to Navy, they were $127.19. 

Mr. Courtney. Well, you returned them, then, to Navy in kind 

rather than money transferred, 

Colonel Witson. That is what they wanted. 

Mr. Baucu. Right. 

Mr. Kuun. All right. Now we are down to September or October 
of 1953. Did anything else transpire in the interim between February 
and September or October when you were testing it? 

Mr. Batcu. Nothing except the normal discussions with the con- 
tractor on his details of how he was going to accomplish the modi- 
fication of the Mark 16 launcher so it would fit on Air Force aircraft. 

We had, during this period, the benefit of limited testing of these 
borrowed launchers, net | we incorporated changes in the design with 
the contractor, as indicated by these tests. That is a normal sort of 
thing that you feed into the contractor and make small changes in his 
proposed design to keep it up to date, so that the item he delivers 
incorporate the changes indicated by previous tests. ' 

Colonel Tarr. I think it is probably worthwhile to point out that 
these changes involved the hardware on the package. 

Mr. Kun. Primarily suspension ? 

Colonel Tarp. Yes. Primarily the fact that after a rocket run and 
the jettisoning signal is given to the launchers, the launchers wouldn’t 
come off with the type of arrangement we initially started with, the 
Wright Field modification. 

Mr. Kunwn. Then all the tests were for the purposes of suspension 
and the problems that go with suspension ? 

Mr. Baicnu. Right. 

Colonel Tarr. Well, it was an overall test of the rocket itself—can 
you hit a target on the ground; when you hit, does it penetrate; is it 
reliable; does the rocket launcher stand up under the type of environ- 
ment conditions, that is, high speed flight from our jet fighter air- 
craft, and does it jettison as it is supposed to, and this sort of thing; 
does it make the airplane unstable in flight, and things of this nature. 
It was just a general overall test of the rocket and the rocket launcher. 

Mr. Kun. All right. Now, then, what was the next step? 

Colonel Tarr. I think you asked if there was anything else that 
happened. I wonder if you mean 

Mr. Kcun. Any contracts or additional procurement for testing ? 

Colonel Tarp. Well, it was decided, as a result of these 50, the tests 
with the 50, that this rocket was a satisfactory rocket and would pro- 
vide a much greater effectiveness than the 5-inch rocket which was 
being used in Korea, and, as a result of these tests, again, the 2.75 with 
the heat head or the antitank head, high- explosive antitank, this rocket 
was adopted, then, as a replacement for the 5-inch. 

Mr. Kunn. Did you have drawings and specifications on the rocket 
at that time? 
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Colonel Tarr. Yes; wedid. The rocket motor, less the head, was in 
production for aircraft use in interceptors at that time. We had very 
large quantities on procurement. 

Mr. Courtney. From whom ? 

Colonel Tarr. From the Navy. 

Mr. Courtney. From the Navy ? 

Colonel Tarr. Yes. 


Mr. Courrnry. The Navy acted as contracting officer for you? 
Colonel Tarp. Yes. 
Mr. Courrnry. Under an interservice arrangement / 


Colonel Tarr. That is right. 

Mr. Courrney. Then, just to be doubly sure, now, we are still talk- 
ing about the Mark 16, which is the Aero 6—— 

Mr. Batcu. Similar to the other Aero X-G6A. 

Mr. Courtney. Yes. Then it is Aero 6A that you are talking about 
now ¢ 

Mr. Bautcn. Not quite. There is some difference. The Mark 16 
was changed to Aero X-6A, and by the time it got to be Aero 6A, with- 
out the “X,” it had changed somewhat. The Navy's philosophy was: 
“Let’s ship rockets in launcher and make it a combination shipping 
container and launcher.” Therefore, instead of the light construction 
which the Mark 16 had and which we adopted, they strengthened the 
entire assembly so that they could ship rockets in it, in the launcher, 
and it became heavier and more expensive than the original Mark 16 
or Aero X-6A. 

We in the meantime stayed with the light construction, having a 
requirement for expendable launcher. We wanted to make it as 
cheap as possible and as light as possible to enhance the performance 
of our aircraft. 

Mr. Kunuyn. All right. We are down to September or October of 
1953, at which point you have finished your tests. 

Mr. Batcn. We finished the tests in late November on this launcher. 

Let me introduce one thing here. In the process of describing the 
Mark 16 and the fittings which are required to make it mountable 
on Air Force aircraft, we prepared certain procurement data, de- 
scriptions, exhibits, and so on, and its nomenclature in the Air Force 
became type MA-1. The MA-1 is nothing more than the Mark 16 
with these modified fittings. It is the name the Air Force gave to 
that launcher. 

In December of 1953, as a result of these tests on the first 200 
MA-1’s, if we can use that nomenclature now, a contract was let for 
400 additional launchers for completion of what we call operational 
suitability tests, which are conducted at the Air Proving Ground at 
Kelin Field—Air Force Base. 

Mr. Kunn. What do you term that contract: if you had to classify 
it, what would you call it? 

Mr. Baucu. It is an additional service test quantity. 

Mr. Kuuy. It is not a research—— 

Mr. Barcu. Our tests are divided into two categories, functional 
suitability testing and operational suitability testing. 

Mr. Kun. It is not a research and development contract ? 

Mr. Baucn. It is not. 

Mr. Courrney. It is one step beyond research and development, 
isn’t it? 
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Mr. Batcu. We had previously procured the 250 on the same basis. 

Mr. Kunn. On a service test contract ? 

Mr. Baucu. The same basis. 

Mr. Kunwn. And this is a service test contract / 

Mr. Baicn. This is another, by additional quantities, to complete 
the testing of this MA-1. <A contract, also, which is dated—I don’t 
have that date. It is in December. 

Mr. Beck. The 21st of December 1953. 

Mr. Baucnu. For a quantity of 

Mr. Kuiin. 400 

Mr. Baicu. 400. 

Mr. Kunn. And with what contractor? 

Mr. Baucu. The same, Century Engineers. 

Mr. Kunun. Century Engineers. 

Mr. Baucu. They were still in the process of building what then 
became Aero 6A. 

Mr. Kunn. Excuse me. What was the unit price on the 400? 

Mr. Breck. $235 each. 

Mr. Kunn. $235. Any other costs—tooling, facilities costs? 

Mr. Beck. No. We did add to that contract at a later date a re- 
quirement for drawings, complete set of Van Dyck drawings. 

Mr. Kunn. At what 

Mr. Beck. At a cost of $3,500. 

Mr. Kuun. $3,500. Anything else on that contract ¢ 

Mr. Breck. Yes. There were commercial data, which would be a 
description or a handbook prepared in a commercial manner, de- 
scriptive of the launcher, at no cost. 

Mr. Kunn. No cost? 

Mr. Becx. That is right. 

Mr. Kuun. So the total costs were 400 times $235 plus $3,500, is 
that correct ? 

Mr. Beck. That is correct. 

Mr. Kunn. What was the next step, then, Mr. Balch? 

Mr. Batcu. Now we get into an area where our interests in the R. 
& D. field begin to overlap with some of the procurement of the item 
that is under discussion. . 

Perhaps we better go now to the procurement side of the thing, to 
pick it up at this point. 

Colonel Witson. Yes. 

Mr. Kuuyn. All right. 

Before we go there, there is one other thing. What did you get in 
the contract of February and the contract of December by way of 
reproducible rights and patent rights? 

Mr. Batcu. Can you speak on that ? 

Colonel Witson. May I be off the record for just awhile to check 
this? [ Pause. ] 

Mr. Kuun. Do we have an answer to that? 

Colonel Witson. Yes; we have an answer. 

We have what is known as Paro 9-4, which gives to the Air Force 
on these contracts foreground rights, that is, on ahead. So we do 
have the power of getting from the contractor and using them in any 
way the Air Force sees fit. We do not have background rights. 

Mr. Kunn. Well, were specifications and drawings furnished under 
either of these contracts / 

61291—55——14 
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Colonel Wirson. This was called for in accordance with the way 
it has been given to you in a later change to the contract, that we would 
have reproducibles given to us. 

Mr. Kunn. And were specifications and drawings furnished ? 
Cag Witson. Under that, or for that type of item, yes, for the 

Mr. Kounn. Under which contract? 

Colonel Witson. Under the second contract which was placed in 
December of 1953. 

Mr. Courtney. That is the 400? 

Colonel Witson. This is the 400 quantity. 

Mr. Kuun. You have reproducible rights and patent rights on that 
under the contract of December ? 

Colonel Witson. That is correct. 

Mr. Kunn. Of 1953? 

Colonel Witson. That is correct. 

Mr. Kuun. All right. Now, we are into procurement. 

Mr. Courtney. Colonel, at some point, if you have the text of your 
paragraph on your reproduction rights, we would like to insert it as 
a part of your contract. 

Colonel Witson. Sir, we will make a note of it and we will get it. 

Mr. Courtney. Just that paragraph that relates to it. 

Colonel Witson. This is easy to get, sir, because it is a printed 
document. 

Mr. Courtney. Yes. 

Colonel Witson. And we can get this. 

Mr. Kunn. As I understand, then, you conducted further tests 
between December and some other date on the 400 launchers that you 
procured under that contract ? 

Colonel Winson. May I refer you back? 

Mr. Bauicu. That is correct. 

Mr. Kuun. And that extended to when ? 

Mr. Batcu. Those launchers have been delivered but they have 
not all been tested. The reason they have not all been tested will 
be brought out in discussions of the procurement actions involved 
here. 

Mr. Kunn. Well, when were the 400 delivered? Were they deliv- 
ered as a lot or several lots? 

Mr. Batcu. They were delivered, as I recall, in two lots. First 
200 

Mr. Kuun. Delivered when? 

Mr. Baucu. Delivery started in March of 1954. 

Mr. Kun. The first delivery of 200 in March ? 

(Mr. Balch nods.) 

Mr. Kuun. All right. 

Mr. Batcu. I am not sure when the second 200 were delivered. 

Mr. Kuun. Can you give us an approximate date ¢ 

Mr. Batcu. It would be strictly a guess. I would say perhaps late 
in April or early in May. 

Mr. Kun. You can say without equivocation that it wasn’t beyond 
midyear of 1954 that the second 
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Mr. Batcu. To the best of my recollection, it certainly would be 
before midyear. 

Mr. Kun. Can anyone else verify that? 

Mr. Breck. The information which I had to get over the phone 
this morning from Wright Field, from the file there on this particular 
contract, indicates that there were 100 units ready for delivery on 
the 16th of April. Now, I believe there were prior deliveries to that. 
The contractor requested shipping instructions for them, which we 
arranged to have sent out immediately. 

Mr. Courtney. That is 1954 you are speaking ‘of ? 

Mr. Beck. That is correct. 

Mr. Kuun. To recap that, then, in March you got 200—and you 
were sure of that date? 

Mr. Batcu. No. 

Mr. Kuun. And then in April you got 100? 

Mr. Batcn. He says there was a request from the contractor for 
shipping instructions for 100 in April. Those 100 would be a part 
of the 200 which I said I thought were surely delivered in March. 

Major Lane. It may have been the second or third hundred. 

Mr. Batcu. No, I don’t think they were, because there were some 
additional hardware to be sent with the second 200. 

Mr. Kuunn. At any rate, these 400 were tested during what period ¢ 

Mr. Batcu. Well, starting in March. 

Mr. Kuun. And extending to when? 

Mr. Batcu. They have not all been tested yet. Our seeming lack 
of interest or knowledge on these things, I think, will ke brought out, 
because of other developments. 

Mr. Kuun. All right. We will proceed with the procurement, 
then. 

Colonel Wirson. All right, fine. 

I would like to give my position first. I am the Chief of Aero- 
nautical Equipment Division of the Directorate of Procurement and 
Production at Headquarters, Air Materiel Command at Wright- 
Patterson Air Force Base. 

In January of 1954 we, as the procurement activity, received a 

urchase request through our regular channels for 353,600 of these 
MA-1 launchers, described on the purchase request by an engineer- 
ing drawing number of Century Engineering. 

At this time we prepared a request for proposal and submitted that 
request for proposal to Century Engineers. 

Mr. Courtney. Anyone else? 

Colonel Witson. No, sir; not at that particular time. 

Shortly following the delivery of the request for proposal to Cen- 
tury Engineers, we learned of the agreement between Century Indus- 
tries and Century Engineering, whereby production contracts for 
anything developed by Century Engineers or which Century En- 
gineers secured in terms of production contracts would be manu- 
factured and produced by Century Industries. 

However, we requested, following this piece of information, Cen- 
tury Engineers if they were desirous of submitting a proposal as well. 
They did. Century Engineers and Century Industries both sub- 
mitted proposals. 

Mr. Courtney. On the 353,000? 
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Colonel Wirson. On a breakdown of that, sir, in terms of incre- 
mental buying. The figures were 100,000—I may have to check 
these—100,000, 170,000 and for the full quantity of 355,600. 

The proposals were received about the middle of March—— 

Mr. Courtney. Of 

Colonel Wirson. 1954. 

Mr. Courtney. 1954. 

Colonel Wiison. At about this same time we received information 
from the laboratory that a new article has been submitted by Century 
Industries for test. This item, at no cost to the Government, had been 
worked up by Century Industries. 

Mr. Courtney. No, no, I just want to be sure we don’t get these two 
confused. Now you are sure it was Industries ? 

Colonel Witson. Yes, sir, submitted by Century Industries for test 
and evaluation. These tests and evaluations were conducted at Eglin 
Air Force Base, at the portion of Eglin Air Force Base having to do 
with the armament laboratory. 

Mr. Kunn. And they were tested when ? 

Mr. Batcu. They were tested in February. 

Colonel Tarr. Starting in February. . 

Mr. Batcu. Starting in February. Eight, each, of these were 
delivered by Century Industries to Eglin Field and were followed 
by 80 additional launchers, fabricated at no cost to the Government, 
and submitted by Century Industries to Eglin to complete those tests. 

This is the launcher known as “Smiley.” 

Colonel Wiison. Also with the designation “MA—3.” which came 
later. 

Mr. Baucr. Well, not at that time. 

Colonel Wirson. No. Which came later. 

Shall I go on? 

Mr. Courtney. What are the essential differences between the M-1 
and the M-3—— 

Mr. Baicu. The essential differences were the result of a careful 
production engineering of the type of launcher that the MA-1 repre- 
sented, 

Mr. Courtney. Then it had to do with manufacturing technique 
rather than a change in the structure of the model ? 

Colonel Tapp. I think, John, it probably would be worthwhile to 
explain to the best of our knowledge what happened, as we see it 
internally, in Century Engineers and Century Industries. 

The fact that they were for all practical purposes one company, one 
part of it doing the production and the other doing the engineering, 
previous—well, from the initiation of their agreement as cited earlier. 

Mr. Bartcn. Apparently, as a result of the procurement action, the 
initial procurement action to buy a large quantity of MA-—1 launchers, 
as directed, the Century Industries people saw a good chance to pro- 
vide an item which they thought would be better than the MA-1 and 
enhance their position of being chosen a contractor for this large 
quantity. 
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To the best of my knowledge, this is the reason why they went on 
their own, redesigned the basic MA~-1 type launcher and came up with 
the so-called “Smiley.” 

Mr. Courtney. Well, let’s get into the essential differences between 
the two now. 

Mr. Batcu. The differences are basically those associated with pro- 
duction problems, some differences in material, substitution, for ex- 
ample, finally of aluminum, extruded aluminum filler strips between 
the individual seven tubes instead of wood strips, which had pre- 
viously been used, and the introduction of interchangeable types of 
suspension which would permit this launcher to be installed on Air 
Force aircraft, Navy aircraft, bomb racks of either service aircraft, 
which the MA~-1 launcher did not have. It was built essentially for 
use on Air Force aircraft only. 

Mr. Kunn. So, then, the big difference is in the suspension / 

Mr. Batcu. And the details of construction which made it a more 
produce: able item. 

Mr. Courtney. You mean the interchangeability of the suspension 
items, don’t you 4 

Mr. Bautcn, Right. Interchangeability of suspension, which per- 
mitted it to be so-called universally mounted on various types of air- 
craft fittings. 

Colonel Tarr. [ would like to interject another event that happened 
during this period. 

In October of 1953 there was an Air Standardization Coordinating 
Committee meeting of Working Party 22 in London. This is the 
tripartite agreement between ourselves, the Canadians, and the British, 
and at this meeting the interchangeability aspect of rocket launchers 
and rockets were discussed. 

lmmediately following that was a NATO meeting, which was spe- 
cifically directed toward air-to-ground rockets in general. 

As T have said earlier, we had in February of 1953 committed our- 
selves to the 2.75 as our future air-to-ground rocket. This NATO 
meeting was attended by ourselves and by the Navy, the French, the 
British, the Canadians, the Netherlands, Denmark, and Norway. 

Mr. Baron. Italians. 

Colonel Tarr. They were not in attendance, but they did ratify 
the agreement which we reached. 

Due to the fact that the Navy had one type of launcher that 
wouldn’t fit on our aircraft, and we had in our modification another 
type that wouldn't fit on their airplanes, this became quite complicated 
worldwide, and the desire to standardize an expendable ammunition 
items becomes quite important during any large-scale engagement. 

Mr. Courtney. That is when you got into the interchangeability 
of the suspension gadgets? 

Colonel Tarr. Major Lane and I attended the NATO meeting. I 
might say it is quite embarrassing to be in such a situation where you 
do not have an interchangeable “item between services. So we had 
very fond desires and close to our heart to insure interchangeability 
would be a thing in the future. 

Mr. Courtney. Well, as an outgrowth; yes. 
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Colone] Tarp. This affects, I think, some of the decisions that are 
made now with respect to the MA-3. 

Mr. Courrnry. Well, let me ask you this: Was the knowledge that 
was exchanged at the NATO meeting to which you have just referred, 
was that communicated to the contractor, the desire for this inter- 
changeability ? 

Colonel Tarr. I don’t know whether it ever did get to him officially. 
We probably asked—I think we were probably deliberating with 
the Navy on the thing, as to what we could do, to putting our hooks 
on their side or their hooks on our side, to make it interchangeable. 

Mr. Courtney. Well 

Colonel Tarr. Century Engineers became aware of the fact that 
we were very much interested in interchangeability. 

Mr. Courtney. And at some point along the line your problem 
was met by this contractor producing the MA-3, which does have 
interchangeable features; is that correct ? 

Colonel Winson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Covrrney. And you fix the time of that at about when? 

Colonel Wiison. As to when 

Mr. Courtney. Just fix the time. 

Colonel Witson. When he became aware of this information / 

Mr. Courtney. Yes. 

Colonel Witson. Well. when the article was actually delivered for 
test by him voluntarily. 

Mr. Bavcn. In February. 

Colonel Witson. In February. 

Mr. Courtney. Now, you spoke of Century Engineers. Am I cor- 
rect in saying that it was Century Engineers or Century Industries at 
this point? 

Colonel Witson. Century Industries. 

Colonel Tarp. No, it was Century Engineers that was doing the 
MA-1 development at that time. 

I believe in the split between Century Industries and Century Engi- 
neers, that Century Industries took some of the engineering people 
from Century Engineers. 

Mr. Baicn. And these are the people who worked up the improve- 
ments incorporated in the MA-3. 

Colonel Wizson. Century Industries. 

Mr. Batcu. May I discuss further some important improvements 
in the MA-3? 

It is lighter in weight, the ignition assembly of the MA-3 is much 
more reliable and less vulnerable to rocket blast, which insures that 
all rockets will fire having once started to fire the rockets from the 
launcher. 

Mr. Kunn. Why is that? The position in which it is placed, or 
a different ignition system ? 

Mr. Batcn. Both the materials and construction and the basic 
method which they used. This gets somewhat detailed. If you like 
I can go into it. ; 

Mr. Courtney. Go ahead. Let’s get the story on it. 

Mr. Batcn. The rocket is ignited by impressing the firing voltage 
on a contact disk at the rear of the rocket. This disk is right in the 
center of the rear end of the rocket and requires that a finger extend 
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from the launcher tube to this contact. This finger, then, at the rear 
of the rocket is exposed to rocket blast when the rocket is fired. If 
it should happen to be bent backward and touch any metal part of 
the back end of the launcher, it shorts out, preventing further firing 
of subsequent rockets in that same cluster. 

Mr. Courtney. They must be fired in series. In the original plan 
they had to be fired in exact sequence. 

Mr. Baucn. In exact sequence, which sequence might be interrupted 
by malfunction of these contact fingers. 

In the MA-3 the circuitry is reversed. They fire the rocket through 
the holding latch and accomplish grounding of the rocket by this 
finger at the rear. ‘The finger at the rear no longer carries the firing 
current but merely completes the circuit to ground. The firing circuit 
being introduced by the holding latch in the tube. 

This is a basic difference between the methods of igniting the rocket. 

In addition, it is possible on the MA-3, or “Smiley” to interrupt the 
firing circuit to the launcher while loading the launcher, while loading 
rockets into the launcher. This gives added safety to the armament 
man who is required to stand directly in line at sometime while he is 
loading rockets. 

It is impossible to fire rockets out of that cluster while he is loading. 
He may interrupt the firing circuit, and put it back together, when he 
has completed his loading and do this in relative safety at arms length. 
This is an important factor in field use, of course. 

Is there anything else, gentlemen / 

Colonel Tarr. Jettisoning ? 

Mr. Baicnu. The jettisoning problem has always been with us to 
some extent on this type of launcher. The launcher is very light and 
although you release it from its mountings on the aircraft, it has a 
tendency not to blow away but perhaps to stay up close to the airplane. 
This was overcome on the MA-1 by introducing a strong spring be- 
tween the front fitting on the launcher and the aircraft, so that when 
the fitting in the aircraft was released the spring forced the launcher 
away. ‘This worked well, but it involves or involved a heavy piece of 
mechanism and required compressing it, locking it for loading and 
then releasing it so that at the appropriate time it would eject the 
front of the launcher from the aircraft. 

In the MA-3 this was accomplished electrically by the use of an ex- 
plosive fitting, by introducing a firing voltage into the front fitting 
through circuits already available in the aircraft. This explosive 
fitting withdrew the support pin with which the launcher is attached 
to the airplane, and in the tests at Eglin Field proved to be completely 
satisfactory on the types of aircraft on which it was tested. 

Mr. Courtney. Now, just as a practical matter at this point, dollar- 
wise what did that change represent in production or cost? 

Mr. Batcu. Well, of course, we have no comparable figures of large 
production unit costs for the MA-1, except—you do have estimates. 

Colonel Tarp. Quotations. 

Colonel Witson. There were quotations, sir, that were given to us in 
March. 

If I remember the figures correctly, Century Engineers’ unit price 
was roughly $80 per unit. 

Mr. Courtney. That is with the improved mechanisms? 

Colonel Wirson. No. Thisis the MA-1. 











738 AIR FORCE PROCUREMENT OF ROCKET LAUNCHERS 


Mr. Courtney. All right. 

Colonel Witson. MA-1 alone, sir. 

The unit price of the MA-1 from Century Industries was 

Mr. Powe. $54. 

Colonel Witson. $54. 

Mr. Courrney. Now in what quantity ? 

Colonel Witson. This was for 100,000 or more. 

Mr. Courtney. Part of the big procurement, then? 

Colonel Winson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Barc. And what was the original estimate, then, on the MA-3, 
or “Smiley” from Century Industries 

Colonel Winson. $39.75. 

Now, let me make an explanation. 

At the time the proposals came in from Century Engineers came 
in a proposal on the MA-1 alone. From Century Industries came 
two proposals: One on the MA-1, for $54, and one on the MA-3, for 
$39.75. 

Mr. Kunn. That was in March of 1954? 

Colonel Witson. March of 1954. 

Mr. Courtney. I am sure we are clear on it. But I will repeat 
the question. That was in quantities of 100,000 4 

Colonel Witson. Or more. 

Mr. Courtney. Or more. 

Colonel Wiison. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. Now, was Century Industries’ bid on the whole 
quantity of 353,000 or not? Did they propose to bid 

Colonel Witson. As I say, they bid on the basis of 100,000 or more, 
which would have been up to 353,000 or beyond if it were greater. 
In other words, any greater than 100,000 would not have been more 
per unit than $39.75. 

Mr. Courtney. I see. 

Mr. Kuun. Were they price and technical proposals, or just price 
proposals ¢ 

Colonel Witson. This was technical as well. 

Mr. Kunn. Technical as well ¢ 

Colonel Winson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kcnn. Well, didn’t you have the specifications and drawings 
of the MA-1? 

Colonel Wiison. We did not. 

Mr. Kuun. I thought they were furnished under the contract—— 

Colonel Witson. By a change order which was written in March 
of 1954, the change order to the contract placed in December of 
1953. 

Mr. Courtney. That is the 400 contract ? 

Colonel Wizson. That is right. 

Mr. Courtney. Then you inserted this paragraph, whatever you 
call it 





what ? 








Colonel Witson. No, sir. This was a change to give us the draw- 
ings and specifications. The PARO 9-4 had previously been in the 
contract. 

Mr. Kuun. The MA-1 and the MA-3 were tested simultaneously 
some time commencing in March and running through until when ? 

Major Lane. April. 
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Mr. Batcu. End of April. 

Mr. KuHn. Then what was the next step in your procurement ? 

Colonel Wurson. The next step was the fact that we were informed 
by WADC, Wright Air Development Center, that the MA-—3 was 
the acceptable item that should be bought. 

Mr. Kunn. So you eliminated the MA~1 and settled on the MA-8 
at that. point. 

Colonel Witson. That is right. 

Mr. Kuun. In April? 

Colonel Wirson. Yes. 

Mr. Kunn. Then what was the next step? 

Colonel Witson. The next step following that was then to nego- 
tiate with Century Industries on the procurement of the MA-3. 

Mr. Kunn. Was there any claim at that time that this was a 
proprietary item ? 

Colonel Witson. I believe there was a claim by the contractor that 
it was. However, there was a ruling by the judge advocate gen- 
eral at Wright Field that this did not apply. 

We also were anticipating getting the 9-4 PARO forms in order 
to have reproducible rights, and so forth. 

Mr. Courrney. Let me get that business about the judge advocate 
now. The judge advocate on some internal request 

Colonel Wirson. Right, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. Ruled there were no proprietary items involved 4 

Colonel Witson. Right, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. In the contract ? 

Colonel Witson. May I check that, sir? 

Mr. Courtney. All right. 

Colonel Wirson. ( Aside.) 

May I make a distinction here? 

There were some painting lines on the surface of the launchers 
from which the name “Smiley” has been derived, that it would appear 
like a smiling object as the figure painted on the item [hands docu- 
ment to Mr. Kuhn. ] 

Mr. Kuun. That was proprietary ? 

Colonel Witson. This is all that—yes. 

Mr. Courtney. Now let me ask you this very quickly. Did the 
ruling of the judge advocate derive from the fact that in the view 
of your judge advocate there were in fact no proprietary items in- 
volved, with this slight exception, which were susceptible of patent 
rights, or was it because the judge advocate ruled that the Air 
Force had procured and owned the production rights? 

Colonel Wirson. I will ask Mr. Powell to answer that, sir. 

Mr. Powell, can you answer that? . 

Mr. Powe... The judge advocate stated that the Navy contracts 
contained what we would call in the Air Force a broad 9-3 PARO 
form, that is background and foreground, and that subsequent. re- 
finements as such on the MA-1 and the “Smiley” or MA-3 launcher 
were merely improvements, and that consequently this was an item 
to which the Government had license rights. 

Colonel Witson. Well, it goes back to the Mark 16, too. 

Mr. Batcu. Too. 

Mr. Courtney. In other words, at this point—so we can summarize 
it and understand it—the judge advocate, when the problems in re- 
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lation to reproduction rights on the MA-3 were under consideration, 
ruled that the Government owned, because of prior Government con- 
tracts with the Navy, the reproduction rights, is that right? 

Mr. Powew.. Correct, except 

Mr. Courtney. To this MA-3, with the exception maybe of the 
painting ¢ 

Mr. Powe.,. With the exception of “Smiley” and the painting. 

Mr. Kuny. Did the contractor offer documentary claim of pro- 
prietary rights to you? 

Mr. Poweiu. The drawings or sketches that he showed to us when 
we commenced negotiations were stamped “Patent applied for.” 

Mr. Kuun. You were on notice at that point that he was claiming 
a proprietary item / 

Mr. Powetu. Correct. 

Mr. Courtney. Is that the reason you got the ruling ? 

Mr. Powexu. That is right. And drawings that I have received 
since are also stamped “Patent applied for, do not reproduce with- 
out the permission of Century Industries Corp.” 

Mr. Kun. He has never rescinded from his position or his claim 
that he has a proprietary item ¢ 

Mr. Powety. Actually I have never challenged it to his face. The 
judge advocate has advised that if and when we decide to use the 
Century Industries drawings for procurement from other sources, the 
judge advocate will so notify Century Industries that they are aware 
of their claim but they do not recognize it. 

Mr. Kun. So that in March of 1954 the Air Force had these draw- 
ings with 

Colonel Witson. No. 

Mr. Poweti. We did not have them under a contract. They were 
just drawings they had brought in to show Mr. Beck. Mr. Balch, and 
myself. 

Mr. Courtney. At that point he was selling the MA-3; is that 
right ? 

Mr. Poweuz. That is right. 

Colonel Witson. The MA-3, that is right, sir. 

Mr. Kunn. When were they supplied ? 

Mr. Powetx. Under the terms of the contract, we received them 
just recently. 

Mr. Kun. Can you fix the date? 

Mr. Powext. I would say about February 1. Perhaps I had better 
correct myself. 

Colonel Winson. 1955, that is. 

Mr. Powrtx. Further, he sent these in advance of the actual draw- 
ings that we will get. We will get a reproducible Van Dyck set and a 
set of blue line prints. However, he sent us a copy of the drawings to 
use here temporarily. 

Mr. Kun. That is under a contract, that you are getting those. 

Mr. Powretu. We are to return these drawings, this actual set that 
we have. 

Mr. Courtney. And substitute the reproducible? 

Mr. Powext. Correct. 

Colonel Witson. The reproducibles, that is right. 

Mr. Courtney. The reproducible drawings when you get to them? 

Mr. Powrtx. That is right. 
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Mr. Courtney. That is by reason of your contract on the 100,000% 

Colonel Wirson. That is right. 

Mr. Kuun. I think we better go into that. Are there any steps 
in between ? 

Colonel Witson. Yes; there are more steps in between. 

Mr. Kun. Go ahead. 

Colonel Wirson. I had brought it up, I believe, to the point of 
where we knew of the introduction of the MA-3 and had received di- 
rection to buy the MA-3. 

Negotiations were entered into with Century Industries in order to 
negotiate the terms of the contract and the price. I believe a meeting 
was held with Century Industries people on the 14th of June 1954, at 
which time terms, price, et cetera, were discussed. 

We could not come to an agreement. 

Mr. Kunwn. That was for a quantity of 100,000 or 

Colonel Wirson. No, sir; this was for terms—talking about terms 
greater than 100,000. This is talking in terms of the various incre- 
ments. 

Mr. Kunn. It was a production contract ? 

Colonel Witson. It was the production contract. 

We could not come to an agreement and negotiations broke off on 
that same date, the 14th of June. 

Mr. Courtney. 1954. 

Colonel Witson. It looked at that particular point as though we 
would never come to an agreement. 

It was decided to seek competition. We did not have drawing or 
specification information upon which to go out and seek such com- 
petition. 

We requested our normal sources, Wright Air Development Center, 
for this information. 

I believe it was in roughly the latter part of June or the beginning 
of July that this information was given to us by the laboratory. 

We in turn endeavored to draw up request for proposals, “RF P’s.” 

At about the time that these were ready to go out, Century Indus- 
tries on, I believe it was the 13th of July came back in and met the 
terms that we had been asking for in connection with price and prog- 
ress payments. 

Mr. Courtney. To back up a minute, Colonel. 

Colonel Witson. Yes. 

Mr. Courtney. The information you requested from Wright—what 
is it, air 

Colonel Wirson. Wright Air Development Center, WADC. 

Mr. Courtney. Wright Air Development Center, in which they 
furnished you a list of possible contractors for this? 

Colonel Witson. This I will have to ask, sir. 

Mr. Poweti. We requested the center to furnish us what we refer 
to as a performance exhibit. In other words, this document would 
say the Air Force wants a launcher that will pass this test, and other 
tests and be capable of certain things, but we would not have, of course, 
any drawings connected with that since we did not have any. 
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Mr. Courrney. And you propose to send this to various contractors / 

Mr. Powrein. That is right. 

Mr. Courrney. Did you have a list of contractors at that point 

Mr. Powe tt. I did; yes. 

Mr. Courrney. And how big was that list ? 

Mr. Powe. This is what we call a-mechanized source list, and it 
was drawn for the property ee 39-B, and it is quite lengthy. 

Colonel Wirson. May I interject there? We have our supplies and 
equipments broken down into various classes. 39-B happens to be 
the class that these launchers fit into. This is just an explanation of 
the thing. 

Mr. Courtney. I see. Then within that category you have a cer- 
tain number of sources which you would consider as by way of solici- 
tation or by way of contract, would that be right? 

Colonel Witson. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Powe. I might add that these people are on that list because 
they have expressed their desire to make items in that category. 

Now, the majority of them on that list did not know that a rocket 
launcher of this type would ever be inserted into that category. 

Mr. Kunn. Well, did you settle on a list of manufacturers who 
might be able to manufacture this 4 

Mr. Powe. I had that list: yes. 

Mr. Kunyn. And how big was that ? 

Mr. Powerit. From what I have learned of those firms coming into 
my office and from speaking to Mr. Balch about the Navy contractors, 
I would say I knew perhaps half a dozen or eight firms t that had delved 
into R. and D. or service test contracts. 

Mr. Kunw. Did you survey any of these firms? 

Colonel Wirson. The answer to that is “No.” 

Mr. Powe.n, No. 

Mr. Kuny. Then, Century Industries came in on July 13 before 
that process had gained much momentum ¢ 

Mr. Powe tw. Correct. 

Mr. Kunn. Is that right / 

Colonel Wiison. That is right. 

It was then decided that Century Industries meeting the terms of 
the things that we had requested, to place the contract with Century 
Industries. 

Part of the process of procurement is to secure a facility capability 
report. This was requested of the San Bernardino Air Materiel Area. 

This facility capability report was received from the Los Angeles 
Air Procurement District office through the San Bernardino Air Ma- 
teriel Area. It was negative from the standpoint of one item, which 

was finances. This was discussed with finance people and Century 
Industries management and they secured finances, private finances 
Therefore, the fi acility « ‘-apability report was then given as a favorable 
“FOR,” that is, facility capability report. 

Mr. Kun. Could you make a copy of that report available? 

There is nothing classified in it, in that report ? 

Colonel Witson. On that I will have to get clearance, sir. I believe 
it can be furnished and I shall certainly make ev ery effort to get it. 
Yes; I think it can be furnished, but 1 will have to clear it, sir. 

Mr. Cocrrney. When you speak of “clearing,” you mean because of 
classified material or for any other reason ? 
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Colonel Witson. Because of it being a piece of documentation 
within the realm of being a procurement, sir. 

This is nothing in any way, sir 

Mr. Harpy. I don’t understand that. If it is classified, I can see 
why you might need to clear it. But I think there ought not to be any 
problem in furnishing this committee any part of your procurement 
documents that is not classified. 

Colonel Witson. Sir, I believe that as far as interchange of infor- 
mation—I see no reason why it couldn't be furnished, but I personally 
am not at liberty to do it, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. | understand. We will just have to find out who is. 

Colonel Witson. Well, sir, this will be checked into and will be 
gotten expeditiously. 

Mr. Harpy. Thank you, sir. 

Colonel Wirtson. That I believe. 

Major Reep. Colonel, if I may break in here, to clarify one point 
here? 

The facility capability report was requested at the beginning of ne- 
gotiations and the first one we received was approximately June 14. 
That was when we got the negative facility capability report. 

Mr. Courrney. Finance report, you mean ¢ 

Colonel Witson. There is more than finances to it, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. But the essential complaint had to do with financ- 
ing; correct 4 

Colonel Witson. That is right. 

Mr. Kuun. Isn't that the date that you entered into negotiations on 
this contract with—— 

Major Reep. That is the date that negotiations were broken off. 

Mr. Kunn. Oh, they were broken off then. 

Mr. Courrney. Now, wait a minute. 

Mr. Powett. Mr. Babbitt on that date did say it appeared we could 
not arrive at an agreement and he left our headquarters. As I remem- 
ber when I went back to my office, I had the teletype report which was 
negative on finances. 

Mr. Harpy. Do IT understand that you had broken off negotiations 
before you found out that he didn’t have adequate financing / 

Colonel Witson. This was at 

Mr. Powent. It happened simultaneously, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. | was just wondering whether or not the fact that he 
didn’t have financing may have influenced the break in negotiations ¢ 

Colonel Witson. No, sir. That was not on our part. 

Mr. Harpy. Oh, he broke them? 

Colonel Wiuson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. That was primarily price; is that right? 

Colonel Witson. It was price for one of the elements of it, sir. 
There were other considerations. We were discussing progress pay- 
ments, we were cliscussing terms of the contract, what type of contract, 
et cetera. 

Mr. Kunwn. I wonder if we could insert the names of the six com- 
panies that you considered between June 14 and July 13 ¢ 

Do you have those ¢ 

Mr. Poweti. Of course we would have considered Century Engi- 
neers, Inc., of Burbank; Cincinnati Industrial Finishing Co., of 
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Cincinnati; the Radiant Manufacturing Corp., of Chicago; Multitek 
Co., of Los Angeles; and possibly the Pachmayr Co., also, of Los 
Angeles. As I say, they are firms that have been on R. and D. or 
service-test procurements. 

Mr. Kuun. Have any of these firms manufactured a rocket launcher 
before ? 

Mr. Powe.u. Radiant and Cincinnati Industrial had manufactured 
or were manufacturing at that time the AERO 6, a launcher for the 
Navy. 

Colonel Witson. For the Navy. 

Mr. Powett. Now, that was the launcher which was also a shipping 
container, to which Mr. Balch has referred. 

Mr. Kunn. And between those dates did you have enough descrip- 
tive information to send out requests for proposals, that is between 
June 14 and July 13, when Century Industries 

Mr. Powetu. At about the 13th of July we received our perform- 
ance exhibit. 

Mr. Courtney. Let me be clear here now. So your invitation for 
proposals—what do you call—requests for proposals, RFP, were on 
performance requirements rather than specifications and drawings‘ 

Mr. Powe... Correct. 

Mr. Courrney. Were they sent to the company or companies you 
have just named, Radiant and the others? 

Mr. Powe.i. They were not. 

Mr. Courtney. Is it your responsibility or whose responsibility is 
it to invite the proposals ¢ 

Colonel Witson. It is the buyer’s responsibility, sir, supervised 
by the contracting oflicer and his section chief. 

Mr. Courrney. In that case we would deal with whom, now / 

Colonel WiLson. Major Reed, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. Major Reed ? 

Colonel Wirson. But may I make a point here? There has been 
a reorganization 

Mr. Courrney. Well, let’s speak of the time at which this invi- 
tation was received. 

Colonel Wirson. Mr. Beck. He was the contracting officer at that 
time when these negotiations were going on. 

Mr. Courtney. And who would be the supervisor; who was in fact 
his supervisor ¢ 

Colonel Witson. That was 

Mr. Beck. Colonel Campbell. 

Colonel Witson. That was Colonel Campbell. 

Mr. Courtney. And where did Mr. Powell fit in the picture ? 

Colonel Witson. He is the buyer under—— 

Mr. Courtney. Mr. Beck ? 

Colonel Wizrson. Under Mr. Beck. 

Mr. Courtney. Supervised by Colonel Campbell ? 

Colonel Wixson. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Kuun. So at this point, on July 13, what you had was per- 
formance data for the rocket launcher as a unit, plus drawings and 
specifications for the actual—other than the suspension of the 
launcher—body of the launcher and the firing mechanism ? 

Mr. Powerit. We did not have drawings. 
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Mr. Kuun. Well, didn’t you have drawings from your contract with 
Century Engineers of December, amended in March, for the basic— 
as I understood 

Colonel Wirson. The MA-1. 

Mr. Kunn. The MA-1. 

Colonel Wiison. Had those drawings been submitted ? 

Mr. Powe . | believe in July that we actually got these drawings. 

Colonel Witson. Yes, that is about right. 

Mr. Courtney. July of-—— 

Colonel Witson. 1954. 

Mr. Courtney. 1954? 

Colonel Witson. Yes. Remember, that the change order for get- 
ting these drawings was not made until March of 1954, added to the 
contract. 

Mr. Kuun. So that all you had was performance data. 

Mr. Powe... Correct. 

Mr. Kunn. Then let me ask this question here. In the perform- 
ance requirements data on which you finally took invitations or pro- 
posals it would not have been covered by the drawings—the gadget 
that would meet those requirements would not necessarily be the type 
of gadget that was described on the drawings which you received in 
April; is that right 

Mr. Powetu. That is right. Each manufacturer—as an example, 
if it had been placed with another source, they may have well made it 
differently, still meeting performance specifications, but not in the 
same category specifically. 

Mr. Kuun. Then there is no relationship between the usability of 
the drawings which you got in June and the performance requirements 
on which you took proposals; is that right ? 

Mr. Batcu. That is right. The drawings were on the MA-1 
launcher. The performance exhibit was concerned with the MA-3 
launcher. It described capability beyond those of the MA-1. 

Mr. Courtney. Just to be perfectly clear on the record did the invi- 
tation for the MA-1 to which we have made reference go to more than 
than one manufacturer or not 4 

Colonel Wiison. It did, sir. It went to Century Engineers and to 
Century Industries. 

Mr. Courtney. And those two only ? 

Colonel Witson. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Courrnry. And the award was made to Century—— 

Colonel Wiison. Industries. 

Mr. Courtney. Industries. 

Colonel Witson. For the MA-3. 

Mr. Courtney. At a later time? 

Colonel Witson. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Courrney. And on the MA-3? 

Colonel Wizson. Right. 

Mr. Courtney. So actually nothing came of the first invitation? 

Mr. Baton. That is right. 

Mr. Courtney. Excepting the MA-3. 

Colonel Witson. Yes, but, remember—I have to go back, sir, and 
state that Century Engineers submitted a proposal only on the MA-1. 
There were 2 proposals from Century Industries, 1 on the MA-1 and 
1 on the MA-3. 
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Mr. Kuun. All right, we will go back to you, Mr. Balch. 

Between the time that you repaid the Navy and this period in June 
or July, what was transpiring in your office as to or concerning surveys 
between the Air Force and Navy in the development of a rocket 
launcher for universal use? 

Mr. Batcu. The Navy at this time had committed themselves in 
production to the AERO 6-—A, this launcher which is a combination 
shipping container and launcher, heavier and slightly different ex- 
ternal construction and the mounting fittings for their particular air- 
craft launchers. They were no longer interested in the lightweight, 
what they called minimum launcher, which is the sort of thing that 
the Mark 16 was, the MA~—1 was, and the MA-3 is. 

Mr. Kuun. Well, aside from production, what were they doing in 
research and development for a universal launcher ? 

Colonel Wixtson. By “they” you mean Navy 4 

Mr. Kunn. Navy. 

Mr. Baucn. In this particular field of the seven-round launcher, 
they were doing nothing that I know of toward making it universally 
applicable to different types of aircrafts and launchers. 

Mr. Kuun. Are you talking about the Aero 6—A ? 

Mr. Batcu. Right. 

Mr. Kuun. They were doing nothing? 

Mr. Batcu. They were doing nothmg as far as I know toward 
making it universally mountable. 

Colonel Tarr. I think it is probably important to interject here 
that both services had come to the similar conclusion that a seven- 
round package was too small. I think you can answer the question 
then from the larger capacity launchers that were in development. 

Mr. Batcu. Both the Navy and we, as he says, came to the con- 
clusion that we needed larger clusters of these rockets which could 
not be supported on the type of fittings for which the seven-round 
launcher was designed. These being primarily for the previous 5-inch 
rocket. 

In order to suspend larger and heavier clusters of rockets from 
aircraft both in the Navy and in the Air Force, it was necessary to 
install them on bomb pylons which have capacity of 1,000, 2,000 
pounds. 

Mr. Kunn. Well, with general reference to this launcher and special 
reference to the suspension system, do you know what stage the Navy’s 
development was in in the first 6 months of 1954? 

Mr. Batcu. Their developments had gone to larger clusters—19 
tube—and to launchers of similar nature for other rockets under 
development. 

Mr. Kuun. I don’t think you understood me. I said with general 
reference to this launcher and special reference to the suspension 
system—— 

Mr. Courtney. Aero 6. 

Mr. Kunn. The Aero 6A, what development if you know, was the 
Navy making? 

Mr. Bavcu. No further developments or refinements of the Aero 
6A toward making it mountable on various types of launchers. 

Mr. Kunn. Universal suspension ? 

Mr. Barcu. I know of no interest that they had during this period 
in connection with this launcher. 
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Mr. Kun. Did you make any inquiries to determine that ? 

Mr. Batcu. Oh, yes. We were well acquainted with their develop- 
ment program during this period. 

Mr. Kun. And who did you contact with reference to that 4 

Mr. Batcu. Mr. Morgan in the Bureau of Aeronautics, Navy 
Department, and the man at naval ordnance test station, Inyokern, 
who was in charge of launcher development out there, whose name 
is Stephen Little. 

Colonel Tarr. If I could get in here, | think I would more or less 
just file the Navy’s position here, if that is what you are getting at. 

The Navy planned to carry these launchers primarily aboard ship. 
Air Force aircraft can’t land on a carrier. 

The Navy aircraft, however do come ashore. Their launcher was 
more adaptable to international standardization, their type of mount- 
ing, than was ours, which was more or less specialized for the type 
of flush mount that we had on our fighter aircraft. 

So the impetus really was on the Air Force to get the standardiza- 
tion, rather than on the Navy. 

And the fact that they were already in production on the thing 
when this thing came up. 

Mr. Courrney. The Navy was? 

Colonel Tarr. Yes. 

Mr. Kunyn. All right. We will come back to you, Colonel Wilson. 

Colonel Witson. Fine. 

Mr. Kunn. What was the next step following, or at or about July 
13 of last year? 

Colonel Witson. Then negotiations continued, following the return 
of Century Industries people, and the contractual terms, actual clauses, 
et cetera, were in the process of being drawn up. 

As I had mentioned before, the favorable FCR was received, the 
numerous checks that have to be made with regard to the award of 
a contract and ultimately the contract received by the contractor on 
I believe it was the 28th of October. 

Mr. Courtney. Of 1954? 

Colonel Wiison. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. Now, did you conduct those negotiations, Colonel? 

Colonel Witson. No, sir; I did not. 

Mr. Courrney. Mr. 

Colonel Witson. Mr. Powell and Mr. Brinkman who was the con- 
tracting officer that succeeded Mr. Beck when functions were trans- 
ferred. 

Mr. Courtney. And where is Brinkman ? 

Colonel Witson. He is not here, sir. Major Reed is the section chief 
who is over Mr. Brinkman and he is here to answer any of those 
questions. 

Mr. Courrney. And where is Brinkman? 

Colonel Witson. He is at Wright Field, sir. 

Mr. Courrney. Major Reed, did you conduct the negotiations on 
this procurement ? 

Major Reep. No, sir; I do not recall having sat in on more than 
possibly one meeting with the contractor. 

The negotiations were conducted by the buyer, Mr. Powell here, and 
Mr. Brinkman. 

Mr. Courtney. And Mr. Brinkman. And who else? 
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Major Reep. It is possible that a Mr. Slamer. 

Mr. Courtney. Why can’t we have Mr. Powell answer that question ? 

Colonel Witson. Wecan, sir. Wecan have Mr. Powell answer that. 

Mr. Courtney. Who participated in the negotiations ? 

Mr. Powe. If you would not mind, I would like to commence back 
to the date when Mr. Babbitt reappeared. He came in and presented 
us a proposal in which the unit price had been lowered from $39.75 
down to $36.62. He of course was still proposing on the basis of his 
drawings. 

We told him that we were not satisfied with just his drawings; we 
wanted to insert this new performance exhibit. I will give you the 
number of that. It is WCL-755. 

Mr. Courtney. That is the one that came from the laboratory ? 

Mr. Powe... Yes, sir; right. 

Mr. Babbitt left on the 14th of July. He did not leave Dayton. He 
went back to his room in the hotel, and reviewed the exhibit to see if 
in their opinion their “Smiley” launcher could qualify as a type MA-3 
Jauncher. 

The next day he returned and stated that it could meet it with cer- 
tain deviations. 

Mr. Babbitt left our headquarters and I did two things: First, sent 
those deviations to Mr. Balch to see if they could be granted, and sec- 
ondly, to ask again for a survey from the Los Angeles Air Procure- 
ment District. 

Colonel Witson. This is to get the FCR, sir, that we mentioned— 
the facility capability report. 

Mr. Powetu. Mr. Balch replied to me. He concurred in certain 
deviations. However, there were others which he felt that he could not 
grant. 

I relayed this to Mr. Babbitt by letter. 

At this time the reorganization which has been referred to occurred 
and I was transferred along with my responsibility for procurement 
up to Major Reed’s office. It was agreed that to the best interest of 
all parties I should write Mr. Babbitt and sum up what we understood 
would be the terms and conditions of this contract. 

Mr. Babbitt answered that letter. He agreed in substance with 
the legal conditions. Again, he objected on some parts of the exhibit, 
which I sent to Mr. Balch again. 

The survey came in from the Los Angeles Air Procurement Dis- 
trict around the 27th of August. This survey approved him on 
finances provided we grant 75 percent progress payments and provided 
that we put in the contract the schedule which Mr. Babbitt had sug- 
gested, which differed from the previous schedules in that it allowed 
for certain preproduction tests. 

On the 3d of September, I talked to Mr. Babbitt on the phone. I 
asked him to come to Dayton to see if we could wrap up the contract, to 
get a meeting of the minds all the way. 

Mr. Courtney. At this time had you consulted with any other con- 
tractors in the field of production of this type of a gadget ? 

Colonel Wison. Sir, there had been other contractors that had 
come in and talked, at least one other, Cincinnati Industrial. 


Mr. Courtney. And with whom did it conduct its negotiations, if 
you know? 
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Colonel Witson. The conversations I believe were held with Colonel 
Davoli, who is here. 

Mr. Courtney. Is he here? 

Colonel Witson. Yes, sir; he is. 

Colonel Davout. Yes, sir. 

Colonel Witson. Mr. Beck and Mr. Nearing, was it ? 

Colonel Davort. No; Colonel Campbell. 

Mr. Courtney. Colonel Davoli, what negotiations were conducted 
by you with these other contractors? 

Colosel Davort. I conducted no negotiations with Cincinnati In- 
dustrial Finishing Co. or any other contractor. 

My association with the Cincinnati Industrial Fininshing Co. was in 
the form of a visit to their facility. 

That came about as a result of a letter which the company sent to the 
commander of Air Materiel Command and was referred to me through 
his executive for procurement. 

I made arrangements after the receipt of his letter in which the 
company signified an interest in rocket launcher production. 

I made arrangements to visit their facility in Cincinnati in the 
late winter or early spring of 1954. 

At this visit to their facility—I believe it was in February—Colonel 
Campbell, myself and Mr. Beck made the visit. 

At that time I was the Chief of the Electronics Branch which as 
a part of its organization had the Armament Section in which was 
further located the group that bought these type items. 

We took a look at their facility, saw the work that they were doing 
on a Navy contract, and discussed in general therms with them the 
pore of their getting into production on quantities of rocket 

aunchers for the Air Force. 

Our discussions were to the extent that at the current time we had 
no procurement data upon which we could solicit other firms in the 
rocket-launcher production business. 

We indicated to them that we thought they had a facility that 
could do a job for the Air Force should the conditions so warrant, 
and indicated to them that should adequate data be made available 
their company would be solicited along with other companies on a 
competitive basis. 

Mr. Courrnry. Now was that ever done? 

Colonel Davos. Sir, I cannot answer that, since my tour of duty 
terminated at Wright Field in that capacity in June of 1954. 

Mr. Courtney. Now who can answer that question ? 

Colonel Wirson. They were not, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. They were not? 

Anyone else come and solicit business ? 

Colonel Davort. Not in which I had participated. 

Mr. Courtney. Do you know, Colonel Wilson ? 

Colonel Wizson. I cannot answer that, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. Mr. Beck? 

Colonel Witson. Mr. Beck I think should answer that, sir. 

Mr. Beck. The Radiant Manufacturing Corp. of Chicago. 

Mr. Courtney. They solicited an opportunity of furnishing 
proposals ? 

Mr. Beck. They expressed an interest in that, and we knew that 
they were presently engaged in a Navy contract for the Aero 6—A. 
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Mr. Courtney. Well, how far did the discussions with Radiant go? 

Mr. Beck. To the extent that they went with the other concern, 
that if and when we had adequate procurement data—drawings, speci- 
fications—to go out on a competitive basis, they would be considered 
at that time and undoubtedly we would ask them to submit a proposal. 

Mr. Courtney. Now submitting a proposal is for a negotiated bid 
as distinguished from competitive bidding? 

Mr. Beck. No, sir. 

Colonel Witson. No, sir. If I may interject. 

Mr. Courtney. All right. 

Colonel Witson. You may have a half dozen or more concerns under 
negotiated procurements and still have competition. 

Mr. Courtney. All right. 

Colonel Witson. You may also have advertised procurement. 

Mr. Courrney. Granted that. But I am making the distinction 
between advertised procurement on specification or on performance 
requirement, as distinguished from proposals which are negotiated 
after the data is submitted. 

Colonel Wison. Right, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. But in this case you confined yourself to negotiated 
proposals ? 

Colonel Witson. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Kvunn. Proposal. 

Mr. Courtney. Pr 

Mr. Kun. One. 

Colonel Witson. Singular. 

Mr. Courtney. Did you ascertain—any one of you can answer the 
question under whose cognizance it might be. 

Did you learn of any competition in the open market ¢ 

Did you learn of any advertised bids having been taken in the field 
of rocket-launcher production at or about this time? 

Colonel Witson. No, sir. 

Mr. Beck. No, sir. 

Mr. Powe. No, sir. 

Mr. Covurrnry. All of you answer that, “No”—Colonel Wilson, 
Mr. Beck, and Mr. Powell. 

Major Reed? 

Major Reep. I did not know of any other. 

Mr. Courtney. Did you make any inquiry ? 

Colonel Witson. Would you restate the question ? 

Mr. Courrney. Did you make any inquiry as to whether or not there 
were any advertised competitive bids for rocket launchers at or about 
the time you were conducting the negotiations with Century 
Industries / 

Colonel Witson. You will have to answer it. 

Mr. Beck. I was not aware of any. 

Mr. PowrLt. We were not aware. To the best of our knowledge, 
I believe after talking to Radiant, we were advised that the Navy had 
placed their order for 120,000 units, and that appeared to be it at 
that time. 

Mr. Courtney. That appeared to be all the information at that time. 
That appeared to be all the information that was available ? 

Mr. Powe. That appeared to be all of the procurement that the 
Navy would make on the Aero 6A launcher. 
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We knew of no pending procurement. 

Colonel Witson. Advertised or otherwise, sir. 

Mr. Powe. Correct. 

Mr. Harpy. Did you take any steps to find out what was the extent 
of the Navy’s procurement at that time, I mean to find out from the 
Navy ¢ 

Did anybody ¢ 

Mr. Beck. Yes, sir; we did. We knew that early in 1954, the quan- 
tities they had procured. 

Mr. Harpy. Well, we are talking now about a specific time. This 
was the time that reference was made to a specific quantity which 
had been ordered from Radiant, I believe. 

Were you aware of the fact that—were you aware of the extent of 
the Navy’s procurement at that time from Radiant and from other 
sources / 

Mr. Beck. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. The answer is“No.” Is that right ? 

Colonel Witson. He said “Yes,” I believe. 

Mr. Harpy. He said “Yes.” 

Colonel Witson. Yes. 

Mr. Beck. We knew the extent of what Navy had placed on contract 
previously to that time—the contracts that were being produced for 
the Navy. 

Mr. Courtney. Did you ascertain the prices? 

Mr. Breck. Yes, sir; we did. 

Mr. Courrney. Did you ascertain whether or not the contracts 
were awarded on the basis of competitive advertised bids or not? 

Mr. Breck. We ascertained the prices. I cannot recall whether or 
not we ascertained whether they were advertised or negotiated. 

It is my recollection—my best recollection—that they were nego- 
tiated. 

Mr. Courtney. Do you have in your folder the prices that were 
quoted to you on the Navy procurement 

Mr. Breck. You have that, Mr. Powell. 

Mr. Powett. I have a copy of the Navy’s contract for 40,000 units— 
that is, Aero 6—A launchers—with Century Industries, and it showed 
that they got those for a price of $45.50 each. 

Mr. Harpy. What is the date of that ? 

Mr. Powextt. That is the one dated July 24, 1953. 

Mr. Harpy. Does it indicate where that contract may have been 
negotiated or participated in by one Warren Stephenson ? 

Mr. Powe 1. It is negotiated. It so states on the cover. 

Mr. Harpy. Does it indicate that a Mr. Warren Stephenson is an 
agent or an assistant in that procurement ? 

Mr. Powet.. No, sir. It shows the contract between Century In- 
dustries Corp. and the United States Government through the 
BUAIR. 

Mr. Harpy. It does not show any brokerage arrangement ? 

Mr. Powrew. I have never noticed any. I can’t honest ly say that 
I have examined it for that point, but I have never noticed it. 

Mr. Courtney. Did you ascertain at or about that time there were 
2 other contracts for 40.000 units each awarded ? 
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Mr. Power. I believe that either Century Industries or Radiant 
or Cincinnati had told us that there was a triple award—that is 
3 awards—of 40,000 units. 

Mr. Harpy. Did the Navy furnish you with a copy of that award to 
Century ¢ 
Mr. Powe. No, sir; Century Industries did. 

Mr. Harpy. Century Industries; well, did—you are sure that was 
true copy? 

Mr. Powe.n. I would have to check that, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Now, that does not really matter. The point that I 
am getting at is this: I am just wondering why you did not check with 
the Navy for that information. 

Wouldn’t they give it to you? 

Mr. Powett. I believe they would have; yes. 

Colonel Wizson. I am sure they would have. 

Mr. Harpy. Well, the whole size of it is simply this: It is my recol- 
lection that at the time of that particular procurement the Navy had 
3 procurements of 40,000 each. 

This was only one-third of it. 

Colonel Wirson. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. I would have thought that if the Air Force had been 
interested in actually finding out what the facts were, they might 
have expected to get more accurate information from the Navy than 
from the contractor. 

Colonel Wirson. Sir, may I interject? 

The directive that we received, which is our normal directive to 
procure, specified the MA-1 and not the Mark 16. 

Mr. Harpy. I can understand that. But the thing that I am trying 
to get at is this: Apparently there was some interest in the Navy’s 
procurement and some interest in the fact that the Navy was procuring 
an item which was similar to the one that the Air Force was con- 
cerned with. 

Colonel Witson. If I may interject a thought here—and I am not 
too sure of the time elements on this—that it was early in 1954, that 
there came to us information that Century Engineering and Century 
Industries were two separate and distinct parts, and that the Navy 
had authorized transfer of contracts that they had, the Navy had, 
with Century Engineers, had been transferred to Century Industries. 

Mr. Courrnry. There was a novation at that time on the Navy 
40,000 contract ? . 

Colonel Wirson. That is correct. 

Mr. Powet.. Sir, I believe the novation was on the contract for 
5,000 units, 

Mr. Courtney. That is right. 

Mr. Powretn. And Century Industries obtained the award of 40,000 
units in their own name. 

Mr. Courtney. That is correct. 

I will stand corrected on that. 

IT want to ask you another question. At the time you were nego- 
tiating this proposal with the Century Industries for the 100,000 
units of the MA-3—— 

Colonel Witson. Yes. 

Mr. Courtney. Did you ascertain whether there had been any bids 
taken by the Navy on its launcher between the award to Century 
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Industries of the 40,000 units and the time at which you were con- 
ducting the negotiations ? 

Colonel Wixson, I 

Mr. Courtney. Did you know of any competition or any bidding 
or any purchasing between the 40,000 units in the early part of 1953 
and the time you were conducting ‘these negotiations, Colonel—— 

Colonel Wixson. For the MA-3? 

Mr. Courtney. For the MA-3, on or about July of last year? 

Colonel Witson. Any additional offer and above the 100,000? 

Mr. Courtney. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Powett. No,sir. 

Mr. Beck. No, sir; not aware of it. 

Mr. Courtney. Did you make any inquiry of any kind to ascertain 
whether there had been such bidding ? 

Mr. Beck. No, sir; we did not. 

Mr. Courtney. Did any of the companies that solicited the busi- 
ness, Colonel—if this is your question, and I am not sure that it is— 
did the Cincinnati Finishing Co. represent that they had bid on pro- 
curement for the Navy or on a rocket launcher about the time you 
made your examination of its facilities in the fall of 1954? 

Colonel Davort. I donot recall. 

Mr. Courtney. You don’t recall any 

Colonel Davout. I don’t recall that they mentioned that. 

Mr. Kuun. (Aside.) 

Mr. Kcuun. You received the facilities capabilities report on Cen- 
tury Industries, one in June and another in July? 

Mr. Powerex. Another in 

Mr. Kunn. Well, whenever 

Colonel Witson. September, the very early part 

Mr. Powe.u. I got one in June and I received the second one on 
the 22d of August, I believe that was. 

Mr. Kunn. Did that survey show what the status of their 40,000- 
unit contract with the Navy was. 

Mr. Powe. No specific mention of it ; no. 

Mr. Kunn. It didn’t. Did it show whether or not they had bid on 
another Navy contract on a competitive basis? 

Mr. Powe. No; it did not. 

Mr. Kunn. It didn’t show that. 

Mr. Courtney. Would that information have assisted you in mak- 
ing your award, had you known it ? 

‘Mr. Powetn. If Thad 

Mr. Courtney. Would such information ? 

Colonel Wurson. Any such information would be of assistance, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. In other words, it would have assisted you in your 
negotiations, would it not, Colonel ? 

Colonel Witson. I believe that is the true case, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. Because in that way you could ascertain what the 
market was competitively ? 

Colonel Wirson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. But you had no such information ? 

Colonel Wirson. It had not been given to us, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. And that you answer, all of you 

Mr. Powell, Major Reed, and Mr. Beck ? 

Mr. Powett. I had no such information. 
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(Further nods. ) 

Mr. Kunn. That is all. 

Mr. Courtney. I think, gentlemen, that is all that we want to take 
up at this time and that we can conveniently take up at this time. 

Mr. Fogo. ( Aside.) 

Mr. Courtney. Colonel Davoli? 

Colonel Davo. I made mention in the record that I thought it was 
in February 

Mr. Courtney. 

Colonel Davour. Of 54. 

Mr. Courtney. Of 54? 

Colonel Davout. That is right. 

Mr. Courrney. That is your best recollection ? 

Colonel Davottr. It is in the very early spring, very early spring. 

Mr. Courrney. But it never got to a formal report, did it? 

Colonel Davotr. No. This was only a preliminary visit to deter- 
mine whether they would be in an area which we would consider, as a 
courtesy to them as a result of their request to the AMC commander. 

Mr. Courrnery. Now, did any of these firms come in to visit you, 
soliciting business about the time of your 100,000 procurement, Colonel 
Wilson ? 

Colonel Wirson. Yes. 

Mr. Courrnry. Radiant? 

Colonel Witson. I think the answer has been given; yes, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. They did come to see you? 

Colonel Witson. (Nods.) 

Mr. Courtney. Spraycon ? 

Colonel Wixson. Sir, I will have to refer to others. 

Mr. Courtney. You refer, to be sure you are right ? 

Mr. Powerex. I don’t believe I have ever talked or been introduced 
to anybody from Spraycon. 

Mr. Beck. Spraycon, I assume, are the Cincinnati Industrial Finish- 
ing Co. 

Mr. Courtney. Canfeld Manufacturing Co.? 

Mr. Powe. No, sir. 

Mr. Beck. No, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. Do you hear anything from an outfit known as the 
Wisconsin Pool ? 

Mr. Becx. No, sir. 

Mr. Powet.. No, sir. 

Mr. Kunn. Hot Point? 

Mr. Powe... I personally, ep sir. 

Mr. Brcx. I personally, no, 

Mr. Kunn. Since you aca are in the procurement end of this 
thing, maybe you could give us a little background information as to’ 
how long it would take before you could actually send out your invi- 
tations to bid on an advertised bid to gather data—the necessary 
drawings, specifications, and to get that in order once you have a 
request for a procurement? How long does it take you to get that ? 

Colonel Wiuson. The purchase request? We have the purchase 
request on hand right now for the difference between the figures that 
I had previously quoted and the 100,000 which are placed on pro- 
curement. 
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And this I would like to interject here: When we receive the infor- 
mation, the reproducible specification and drawings, it is our intent 
to go out on competition for the remaining quantities that are still 
to be procured. 

Mr. Courrney. Colonel, is there any reason why a performance 
requirement can’t be bid competitively on advertised bids ¢ 

Colonel Witson. I think once we have—on performance specifica- 
tion—did you say, sir? 

Mr. Courtney. Yes. 

Colonel Wirson. This is difficult, but not impossible. It can be 
done. But the item is not—varies, then, from one item to another, 
and if you have more than one producer, the items may become diffi- 
cult in terms of stocking, logisticswise, in having too many of the same 
thing or item that does the same job. If the performance specifica- 
tions are left open. 

Mr. Harpy. It wouldn’t matter, would it, Colonel, if they were 
interchangeable ¢ 

Colonel Wixson. That is correct, if they are absolutely interchange- 
able and there are no parts which require replacement spares. 

Mr. Courrney. Let me ask you: Did you, any of you, solicit the 
Allied Plastics Co. ? 

Mr. Powe. No, sir. 

Colonel Wirson. No, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. Do you know anything about their having bid on 
any of these rocket launchers / 

Mr. Powe... No. 

Mr. Courtney. The Bellanca Aircraft Co. ¢ 

Mr. Powe. No, sir. 

Mr. Beck. No, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. The General Tire & Rubber Co. ? 

Mr. Beck. I do not recall them. 

Mr. Powetu. I don’t either. 

Mr. Courtney. Hot Point Division of General Electric ? 

Mr. Powetn. No, sir. 

Mr. Brcx. No, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. Or the Wisconsin Manufacturers Defense Pool ? 
I think we have answered that previously. 

Colonel Witson. Yes; you have asked that. 

Mr. Kuun. I didn’t get an answer to the one question that I asked 
you, Colonel, and that is how much time does it take from the purchase 
request to sending out the invitations? 

Colonel Wirson. I would say roughly between 15 and 30 days. 
That is on—if we have everything buttoned down, all of the prints 
and everything else, we can make the necessary bid sets to send out. 

Mr. Kunn. That is all. 

Colonel Davort. I might add something, that this is on the assump- 
tion that everything you need for this is available, so that all you have 








Mr. Kunn. Asa practical matter, it takes longer than that, though ? 

Colonel Davoit. Depending on what the situation is. 

Mr. Kunn. Sixty days would be closer to the time that elapses 
bet ween 
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Colonel Wison. I think you asked the question on the basis of 
having everything, and this I reiterate, if you have everything neces- 
sary to make a bid set, it can go out in, say, 30 days. 

Mr. Courtney. Did you ascertain or did you take into considera- 
tion any one of you who has cognizance answer this question—the 
range of proposals that led up to the award of 40,000 units to Century 4 

Mr. Poweti. May we have that again, sir? 

Mr. Courrney. Did you take into account or did you discuss or 
did you get any information on the range of bids, or the range of pro- 
posals which were considered at the time which finally led up to the 
award of the 40,000? 

Mr. Powe.u. At some time, sir, I was advised that the prices ran 
from, I think, around $38 for the lowest up to this price of $45.50 that 
i have here from Century Industries. 

Mr. Courrney. Well, $38.25 is right. Your high bid was $54. 

Colonel Davou1. Mr. Courtney, I might add that during our visit 
to Cincinnati Industrial Finishing Co. in early 1954, they indicated a 
price that they were delivering the article to the Navy. You must 
remember that this is not the same article that the Air Force was 
intending to buy. 

Mr. Courrney. No. It is a rocket launcher, that is right. 

Colonel Davour. The naval inspector was there, who verified, within 
a few cents, what the dollars were, and which they had indicated to 
us that they were delivering the item to the Navy cheaper than other 
manufacturers. 

Mr. Courrnry. From Century ? 

Colonel Davort. This information was available to us for future 
reference. 

Colonel Witson. Further, as far as the MA-3 is concerned, sir, it 
must be remembered that the MA-8, or the “Smiley,” launcher was 
actually that which had been worked on and brought in by the Cen- 
tury Industries management on their own. 

Mr. Courrney. Well, did you feel any obligation, because of that, 
to confine yourself to Century Industries ? 

Colonel Witson. Not necessarily an obligation in that sense. Cer- 
tainly, from the standpoint that it had been taken, tested, and proved 
worthy. 

ol Where did you develop that information, that this had 
been exclusively the product of Century ? 

Colonel Witson. Century Industries, sir? 

Mr. Harpy. Sir? 

Colonel Witson. Because it was given to us by Century Industries. 

Mr. Harpy. Well, it was being made by others at the same time, 
wasn’t it? 

Colonel Wison. No, sir; not that item. 

Mr. Foco. Not the MA-3. What about the MA-1? 

Colonel Witson. Sir? 

Mr. Foeo. What about the MA-1? It did not come from Century. 

Colonel Witson. Century Industries? 

Mr. Foco. Yes. 

Colonel Witson. They submitted a proposal. 

Mr. Foco. They were the only ones you asked to submit a proposal. 

Colonel Witson. We asked both Century Engineers and Century 
Industries. 








” 








AIR FORCE PROCUREMENT OF ROCKET LAUNCHERS 757 


Mr. Foco. What I was trying to develop, on'the question to the 
colonel over there: You were at the Cincinnati plant in February 
of 1954? 

Colonel Davout. That is approximately right. 

Mr. Fogo. And you told them that if anything came up, you would 
keep that company in mind and see that they got an opportunity to 
submit a bid? 

Colonel Davoit. We informed them that at the time we were not 
in a position to solicit other manufacturers, for the reason that we did 
not have data, adequate data, on which to ask other manufacturers to 
bid. We indicated—— 

Mr. Foeo. At that time your invitation to bid was out to Century 
Engineers and Century Industries, because earlier here you stated that 
the bid was received in March of 1954. 

Colonel Davort. The bids were to Century Engineers and Century 
Industries on their own drawing. 

Mr. Fogo. That was proprietary, then, too,on the MA-1. Was that 
proprietary, then, on the MA-1? You have been trying to talk about 
MA-3 was only Century. But the MA-~1, you said you had the draw- 
ings and specification. 

Colonel Wiuson. No, sir; we did not. We only asked for those 
drawings and specifications in March of 1954. 

Mr. Courtney. In March, and you got them in July? 

Colonel Wiison. That is correct, sir. We got—yes, we got both 
the MA-1 and also—when was the receipt of the blueprints on 
the MA-3? 

Mr. Batcu. Not until recently. 

Colonel Wirson. On the 3d of February, roughly. 

Mr. Baton. This year. 

Colonel Wirson. This year. 

Mr. Courtney. Did the question of a proprietary gadget have any 
influence or any bearing on the decision which you reached to negotiate 
with Century Industries only for the 100,000? 

Mr. Powerit. You mean that they claim it was proprietary? 

Mr. Courtney. (Nods.) 

Colonel Wirson. I believe the answer to that would be “No,” because 
we had already received a ruling from the JAG to the effect that 
proprietary interest the Air Force owned. 

Major Reep. Colonel, on that we had not received the ruling from 
the JAG yet. 

But from my point of view as section chief, that would not have 
come into it there. I think that there were other considerations as 
to why we were going to Century Industries. 

Mr. Courtney. Now, state them very quickly, Major. 

Major Rerp. Well, they have been stated already. It is that Cen- 
tury Industries had presented the launcher which was tested and had 
been proven O. K. 

Mr. Courtney. And that was what weighed in your mind in making 
the decision rather than any question of proprietary right? 

Major Rrep. That and the fact that they had developed this 
tauncher and they would be in a much better position to go into 
production. 

Colonel Witson. And we had no other data. 

Mr. Courtney. And you had no other data? 
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Mr. Powrii. And I might inject that a little later, when we had 
this performance exhibit, it called out certain preproduction tests. 

Now, in view of the emergency—now, these tests do take up time— 
the laboratory said on the basis of the functional suitability test con- 
ducted on the “Smiley” or MA-3 launcher in March, it would be ade- 
quate grounds for waiving some of those preproduction tests, thus 
allowing production to commence sooner on the contract placed with 
Century Industries. 

Colonel Witson. One other point which I don’t think has been ade- 
quately given here, sir, and that is that the requirements for these 
launchers were of extreme urgency to get. 

Mr. Courtney. Well, you had been following the launcher program 
from its inception in your research and development laboratory, and 
vou had also been pacing the Navy performance, as I understood it. 
How does it happen that there was this 

Colonel Tarr. This is back to—— 

Mr. Courrney. This urgency all of a sudden. 

Colonel Tarr. This goes back to the background information I 
provided earlier, in that actual combat results in Korea with the 
d-inch rocket, which could only be loaded in numbers of 8 at maximum 
and in some cases they were putting on as low as 2, as I recall it 

Major Lane. Yes. 

Mr. Baucu. Yes. 

Colonel Tarr. And proved to be quite ineffective. We accelerated 
development efforts on the 2.75 as a whole, as far as an air-to-ground 
rocket was concerned. We had the rocket in existence. It was in 
production for the interceptor role. The war head was a relatively 
simple thing to get into production. 

Mr. Kunwn. Didn't I understand you, Mr. Balch, to say the seven- 
cluster rocket now—it looks like it 1s about obsolete ? 

Major Lane. No. 

Mr. Batcu. It is an interim launcher, if you want to look at it that 
way. We have decided that the next launchers which we develop 
and provide for service use will be larger and mounted on bomb 
pylons which are being installed on fighter bomber aircraft in in- 
creased numbers. 

Mr. Courtney. That is still research and development, sir, isn’t it? 

Mr. Batcn. That is correct. 

Major Lane. I would like to interject a comment on the urgency 
here, because I was right in the middle of it. May I go off the 
record ? 

Mr. Harpy. Yes. 

(Further statement off the record.) 

Mr. Courtney. I believe that is all. 

Now, gentlemen, you have heard the rules of the committee with 
respect to executive sessions. 

Colonel Witson. May I ask, sir—this may be off the record ? 

Mr. Courtney. Surely. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Courtney. Those two additions, then, Colonel. 

Colonel Wmson. Yes. 

Mr. Courtney. That one small PARO 9-4. 

Colonel Wiison. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Kuan. The facilities report, and then also we would like the 
ruling of: the Judge Advocate on the proprietary interest. 

Mr. Courtney. I think that might be a good thing, the JAG’s rul- 
ing on the proprietary question. 

Colonel Witson, Right. That is the third thing. 

Mr. Foco. And a copy of the facilities capability report. 

Mr. Kunn. That was the second. 

Mr. Harpy. All right, the committee will stand in recess, subject to 
call. 

Colonel Witson. Sir, most of us are from Wright Field or from 
other places 

Mr. Courtney. You are as free as the air right now. 

Colonel Witson. We may return to our base? 

Mr. Harpy. You are all excused. 

Colonel Witson. Thank you. I appreciate it, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. Thank you very much, gentlemen. That is fine. 

(Whereupon, at 12:45 a. m., the committee was recessed, subject 
to call.) 


APPENDIx B 





JOINT REQUIREMENT COORDINATING GROUP 


There exists a Joint Requirement Coordinating Group headed by Rear Adm. 
’aul H. Ramsey, Director, Air Warfare Division of DCNO (Air) in the Office 

of the Chief, Naval Operations, and Brig. Gen. B. K. Holloway, Deputy Director 
of Requirements, Headquarters, USAF. This JRCG has been in existence since 
June 16, 1954, and was preceded by a Requirements Coordinating Board, which 
had USN/USAF membership. 

Liaison and coordination is being maintained, and has been maintained since 
introduction of the Aero X 6A Rocket Launcher in 1952, through NOTS, Inyokern, 
and USAF liaison officers stationed at NOTS for this purpose. Mr. Steven Little 
of NOTS and the following USAF liaison officers have coordinated the programs 
assigned to NOTS by BuAer: 

Maj. M. E. Boxer, September 1951 to October 1952 
Maj. J. B. Coudy, October 1952 to September 1954 
Maj. A. 8. Scheller, September 1954 to date 


APPENDIX C 
19-Rounp LAUNCHERS 
No 19-round 2.75-inch FFAR launchers are being produced under production 
contracts for the Navy. Several different types are under development which 


differ in design details such as shape of the launcher, method of packaging, 
materials, etc. None of these have received final approval for production release. 


APPENDIX D 
DELIVERY—-CENTURY INDUSTRIES CORP. 


Century Industries Corp., under Contract NOas 54-145-f, completed the manu- 
facture of all launchers on contract within the delivery terms; however, 6 lots, 
consisting of a total of 3,000 launchers, failed to pass inspection in firing test. 


TESTING DATA—CENTURY INDUSTRIES CORP. 


The following is a list of launchers by lot number, which failed in firing test 
at NAD, Shumaker. The type of failure is indicated, together with the pertinent 
dates of test and retest. The first 10 lots were tested by NOTS, Inyokern, for 
the Bureau of Aeronautics. Firing failures occurred in 3 lots. However, in 
retest, no failures occurred. 








Lot 
No. 


13 
1 
16 


a 


18 
20 
24 | 


31 


44 
48 








Ferting data—Century Industries Corp. 
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2d test 
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DELIVERY—RADIANT MANUFACTURING Co. 





Do. 


Aug. 31, 1954 


Do. 


Radiant Manufacturing Co., under Contract NOas 54-146-f, completed the 
eontract within the delivery terms in October 1954. 


PHOTOGRAPH NO. 54 (Pp. 


APPENDIX E 


548), 


CENTURY INDUSTRIES CoRP 


This photograph was taken on or about June 28, 1954, by official photographer 
assigned to and at NAD, Shumaker, Ark. Similar disintegration, or other dis- 
qualifying failures, were experienced from at least 1 launcher representing 
each of the 6 lots of launchers rejected. During sample production testing, a 
single disintegration of any one of the samples submitted for test, constitutes 


rejection of the entire lot on the basis of contract test specifications. 


The lot 


thereby rejected after the first firing test may be resubmitted for second test 
after contractor remedial action or statement indicates the launchers are in 


all respects ready for the second qualification tests. 
stitutes lot rejection as above. 


Again single failure con- 





~~ espa ae 
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APPENDIX F 


ABSTRACT OF BIps 


This procurement was a formally advertised contract for 50,000 aero 6A 
rocket launcher packages. Contract awarded to Radiant Manufacturing Co. 
as the lowest acceptable bidder by NPO, Washington, D. C., December 8, 1954: 





Ot ae ne eens AOD > Pace LO a * $5. 68 
ee ne snnsdaeansccemumiebenetsaipnetininioahdiants 717. 95 
3. Diagraph Bradley Industries....................._.-.---_------- * 22. 75 
4. Radiant Manufacturing Corp____--_---__----_--_------_---+------ * 23. 95 
bn RS ES SEE ER A ea en ne ee 24. 57 
ibe A eR SMO ero) 2 ea tin ee 8 Seca ne 28. 50 
7. Cincinnati Industrial Finishing Co_______--_--__-_----_----------- 28. 88 
oe he a 6 Sd ERS A Er en ee ee 31. 37 
9. Plymouth Industrial Products, Inc___-------------------_---_---- 32. 44 
10. American Fixture & Manufacturing Co___--__-__------__--------- 33. 95 
11. Lejohn Manufacturing Co__-------~--__--__~-_----_---~--------- 34. 77 
12 Action Menntacturing Co... os 38. 60 
a a err eel be ics natn 47. 00 


1 Legally disqualified. 

2 Financial condition unsatisfactory and preaward survey unsatisfactory. 
° Did not extend time for proposal to remain in effect. 

* Lowest acceptable bid. 


APPENDIX G 
May 5, 1955. 
Subject : AF33 (600) 28547 
Reference: Your letter of April 28, 1955 
Attention: MCPEA-M/J. C. Powell/rs 


HEADQUARTERS, AIR MATERIEL COMMAND, 
Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, Ohio. 


GENTLEMEN: Reference is made to paragraph 4 of your letter of April 28, 1955, 
wherein you refer to clause (d) of general provision 43 of the subject contract 
under which the contractor grants to the Government the right to reproduce 
and distribute for governmental purposes the data delivered under item 2 of 
the subject contract. It is our understanding that under the provisions of clause 
(d) of general provision 43 the contractor has granted the Government the right 
to reproduce the data delivered under item 2, ‘provided, however, that nothing 
contained in this paragraph (clause (d) of general provision 43) shall be 
deemed, directly or by implication, to grant any license under any patent now 
or hereafter issued or to grant any right to reproduce anything else called for 
by this contract.” 

So long as it is understood that we have not, directly or by implication, granted 
any license under any of our proprietary rights or patents now or hereafter 
issued, or granted any right to reproduce anything else called for by the Gov- 
ernment reproducing and distributing the data delivered by this company to 
the Government under item 2 of the subject contract. 

The other matters in your letter are undergoing study at the present time and 
we hope to forward our proposals and recommendations in a few days. 

Very truly yours, 
CENTURY INDUSTRIES CorRP. 
Irvine L. Bassirt, President. 


APRIL 28, 1955. 

Subject: Contract AF 33(600)-—28547 

Through: Chief, Los Angeles Air Procurement District, San Bernardino Air 
Material Area, P. O. Box 2642, Terminal Annex, 1206 South Maple Avenue, 
Los Angeles 54, Calif. 

Attention : SBTIO, Mr. C. F. von Lunenschloss 

To: Century Industries Corp., 1600 Wilmington, San Pedro Road, San Pedro, 
Calif. ‘ 

1. Reference is made to the telephone conversation of April 11, 1955, between 
your Mr. Kemper, and the project engineer and buyer regarding interference 
between the forward hanger of the launcher and the front post of Aircraft 5.00’’ 
rocket mounts. Official confirmation on this matter has been received from the 
Air Proving Ground Command, Eglin Air Force Base. 
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2. This interference is further confirmed by examination of your drawing 
0012-3757, which shows 0.5-inch radius fillets or webs inside the forward hanger 
body extending into the area reserved for the aircraft’s front rocket mount post, 
as shown on USAF Drawing 346D4548 (see paragraph 3.3.1, exhibit A, to sub- 
ject contract). 

3. Under the terms of schedule provision IIT (d) of subject contract, it is your 
responsibility to correct those units already shipped and those undergoing fabri- 
cation in your plant, at your expense. You are also reminded of your responsi- 
bility in regards to possible data revisions made necessary by whatever correc- 
tions you must make. 

4. It has been noticed that the engineering data which you have delivered under 
item 2 of subject contract bears stamps reading “not to be reproduced without 
permission of Century Industries Corp.” It is the opinion of the Staff Judge 
Advocate of this command that the Government has obtained through clause (d) 
of general provision 43 of subject contract the right to reproduce and distribute 
said data for governmental purposes, and that consequently your stamps are in 
derogation of the contract provisions. It is the intention of the Air Force to 
remove such stamps from the data, and to reproduce and distribute the data for 
governmental purposes. Any comments you may have on this matter should be 
forwarded to this headquarters promptly. 

For the Commander : 





























